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ABSTRACT: This document is afinal of the Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (SPEIS)
that was released to the public in 2000. The origina draft SPEIS supplemented a PEIS prepared in 1994 by INS and
JTF-6. The lead and cooperating agencies decided to revise and refocus the SPEIS based upon public comments and
internal review. A revised draft document was released in August 2000 that focused on JTF-6 support provided to the
INS rather than addressing all actions by both agencies. This Final SPEIS has been revised, as appropriate, according
to comments received on the revised draft SPEIS.

The proposed action is to implement the full support from JTF-6 to the INS strategy for enforcement activities within a
50-mile corridor aong the U.S./Mexico border. The enforcement activities would alow INS to gain and maintain
control of the southwest border area for the purpose of enhancing in the prevention, deterrence and detection of illegal
activities. JTF-6's support would fall within three mgjor categories. operational (e.g., conduct of ground patrols
Listening Post/Observation Post), engineering (e.g., design and construction of training facilities, buildings, border
roads, fences, and lighting), and general (e.g., data analysis and processing, interpretation of aerial photographs). The
proposed action also includes the implementation of INS' Integrated Surveillance Intelligence System (1SIS) which
includes ingtallation and monitoring remote sensing systems such as ground sensors, low level television cameras, and
remote video surveillance systems. The activities proposed by INS and the support provided by JTF-6 alow INS to
conduct its investigation, apprehension and patrolling activities more efficiently and effectively, thus reducing the flow
of illegal drugs into the United States. This program complies with the Immigration and Nationality Act, Illega
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act, other INS regulations as found in Title 8 of the U.S. Code,
National Defense Authorization Act and the President's National Drug Control Strategy. In addition to the no action
alternative and the proposed action, three other alternatives are evaluated. The first of these aternatives addresses the
use of 1SIS technology and engineering support, but no operational support. The next alternative considers the use of
engineering and operational support, but no ISIS technology. The remaining dternative considers the use of I1SIS
technology and operational support without engineering support. Additionally, two other alternatives were considered
and eliminated from further evaluation: operational support only, and the use of SIS technology only.

The officia deadline for comments is 30 days after publication of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register.
Comments should be sent to Mr. Eric Verwers, whose address and phone number is presented below. If you would like
further information about this document, please contact the following persons:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, ATTN: CESWF-PM-INS (Mr. Eric Verwers) P.O. Box 17300,
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300, Phone (817) 978-0202, Fax (817) 978-0200

U.S. Joint Task Force Six, ATTN: Staff Engineer J-3/Milton Blankenship, Building 11603, Biggs AAF, Fort Bliss,
Texas 79916-0058, Phone (915) 568-8253, Fax (915) 568-8092
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Project Description:

This Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (SPEIS) was prepared by the Fort Worth
District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in response to a request from the U.S. Immigration and
Naturaization Service (INS) and the U.S. Joint Task Force-Six (JTF-6). The proposed action (i.e., preferred
aternative) is to implement full JTF-6 support to INS's mission to gain and maintain control of the
southwestern U.S./Mexico border. The JTF-6 support would be grouped into three support service
categories. operational, engineering, and general. This support alows the INS to build the necessary
infrastructure at significantly reduced costs and provides the military units with realistic training needed to
prepare for National emergencies. As part of the overal enforcement strategy, INS proposes to fully
implement its Integrated Surveillance and Intelligence Systems (ISIS) program. 1SIS facilities provide
remote sensing capabilities that provide a broader and more accurate ability to monitor illegal border
activities. 1SS facilities include, but are not limited to, remote video surveillance systems, cameras,
sensors, and lighting.

The purpose of the JTF-6 support and SIS projects is to enhance the ability of INS and U.S. Border Patrol
(USBP) to detect, deter, and apprehend drug traffickers. JTF-6 will continue its support to INS, in
accordance with the National Defense Authorization Act. INS has been the primary beneficiary of a
significant amount of the JTF-6 support to date and, therefore, is the lead agency for the preparation of this
SPEIS. This SPEIS updates a previous Programmatic EIS (PEIS) prepared by INS and JTF-6 in 1994. The
1994 PEIS addressed actions completed prior to 1994 as well as those expected to occur from 1994 to 1999.
Actions implemented since 1994 have been addressed, as appropriate, in separate, project-specific National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents tiered to the 1994 PEIS.

INS will enhance its operation, programs and staff through increases in agents' presence, facilities, and
infrastructure during the next five years, as specified in the lllega Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsihility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996, as amended. In order to accommodate these new initiatives it will be
necessary to provide support and to ensure that agents would be able to effectively and efficiently perform
their duties. Support facilities and infrastructure proposed by INS include, but are not limited to:

administrative buildings,
roads and fences,
checkpoint stations,
lighting,



dog kennels and horse stables,
helipads

Support actions provided by JTF-6 to INS are grouped into three maor support service categories, as
indicated above: (1) operational, (2) engineering, and (3) general. These services are provided to the INS,
provided that the project has a nexus to the control of illegal drugs. Additionaly, support is provided only
at the request of INS/USBP and upon approval by Operation Alliance, an organization of Federal, state and
local law enforcement agency representatives. Types of projects that can be provided by JTF-6 under each
support category are listed below.

OPERATIONAL SUPPORT:

1. Listening post/observation post

2. Ground patrols

3. Ground sensors

4. Terrain denid

5. Aerial Reconnaissance, Forward Looking Infrared Radar, and Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Support

ENGINEERING SUPPORT:

Road, bridge, culvert repair and construction
Fences and barriers

Training Facility

Helipads

Checkpoints and Other building Construction
Kennels and Stables

Communication Towers

Building Demolition

. Lighting

10. Boat ramps and docks

11. Tunnels

12. Water well and septic systems

WoOoNoTh~hwdNPE

GENERAL SUPPORT:

1. Transportation of personnel, equipment, and materias (evidentiary or construction)
2. Dataanaysisand processing

3. Training seminars and courses

4. Aeria photography interpretation

5. Trandation or decoding of foreign documents

Intelligence analysis

Summary of Mgjor Environmental Effects:

Implementation of the preferred aternative would result in the alteration of approximately 6,900 acres of
wildlife habitat during the next five years. The cumulative effect of INS/JTF-6 actions since the inception
of JTF-6 (1989) would be approximately 10,600 acres of vegetation being altered. Most of these effects
have occurred or would occur within semidesert grasslands and/or scrublands, primarily in Texas. Lessthan
five acres of wetlands have been disturbed during this 10-year period. INS and JTF-6 would continue to
make every attempt to avoid wetlands and other sensitive environmental resources on future projects.



INS and JTF-6 coordinate with the appropriate resource agencies to ensure that effects to threatened or
endangered species are avoided. Three accidents have occurred since 1989 that affected three different
protected species. Only one incident has occurred since 1994. This incident involved inadvertent fill
activities within a vernal pool complex in San Diego County. JTF-6 took immediate actions, in
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), to restore the community supporting the species and, after a 2-year monitoring study, it was
determined that the population had been restored to or above pre-project levels. INSis currently consulting
with the USFWS and other pertinent agencies to mitigate for planned impacts to sensitive species and
habitats relative to the construction of a multi-tiered fence in San Diego County, California and for proposed
actions within the McAllen Sector (Texas).

Since 1994, no pertinent cultural resources site or structure has incurred significant impacts as a result of
INS or JTF-6 actions. Over 100 new sites potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places have been identified as a result of INS/JTF-6 projects. Due to the policy of avoidance employed by
INS and JTF-6, no long-term or cumulative impacts to cultural resources are expected. In the event
avoidance is not possible, testing, excavation and mitigation have been employed and coordinated through
the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office and/or Native American Nation.

Impacts to air quality, noise, and water supply and quality have been temporary and minor. Since the
projects proposed under the preferred alternative are similar in type, number and magnitude to those that
have been completed, no long-term or cumulative adverse impacts to these resources are antici pated.

Soil erosion can occur around construction sites.  However, implementation of Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans and best management practices would alleviate the potential of soil erosion. Further, most
of the road improvement projects undertaken by INS and JTF-6 are required due to existing soil erosion that
has made roads used for patrol impassable. Consequently, such road improvement projects actualy
decrease soil erosion problems and the indirect effects to aquatic environs through sedimentation.

Implementation of the preferred alternative would produce insignificant and temporary, direct economic
benefits at the local and regional level. These benefits would be realized through purchase of construction
materias, other project-related expenditures, and temporary labor. Long-term indirect socioeconomic
benefits would result from the reduction of drug trafficking and the social costs associated with such
activities.

Areas of Controversy:

Two primary areas of controversy remain. The loss of habitat within the border region is considered by
some organizations to be a major effect. While 10,600 acres appears to be a substantial amount of land, it
should be emphasized that the project area encompasses about 40 million acres. In addition, the majority of
the projects completed and/or proposed are road improvement projects; thus most of the 10,600 acres has
been disturbed previously. A reductioninillegal foot and vehicle traffic would aso have indirect benefits to
wildlife habitats.

The participation of military unitsin the control of illegal drug trafficking along the southwestern border has
raised some controversy. Department of Defense participation in counterdrug operations has been directed
by the National Drug Control Strategy and authorized by the U.S. Congress under the National Defense
Authorization Act of 1991 (Public Law 101-510, as amended). Still, severa alternatives presented in the
SPEIS, as discussed below, address various combinations of differing levels of JTF-6 support.

Within some sectors of the USBP, routine daily operations have been the focus of some concerns,
particularly in regards to trash/litter control and community relations. However, these issues are beyond the



scope of this SPEIS. INS has initiated training and education programs with the intent to address such
issues.

Summary of Other Alternatives Considered:

In addition to the preferred alternative, six other alternatives, including the no action alternative, were
considered. Two alternatives were eliminated from further analysis as not viable. Consequently, the SPEIS
addresses the impacts associated with five viable aternatives. The second viable dternative provides full
JTF-6 support activities, but without any of the ISIS facilities. The third aternative carried forward for
impact analysis provides only JTF-6 operational support and implements the INS 1SS program. The fourth
viable alternative involves providing JTF-6 engineering and genera support (i.e.,, no JTF-6 operational
support), as well as full implementation of the INS ISIS program. The fifth alternative is the "no action"
aternative. Implementation of the latter would essentially require that INS attempt to continue to enforce
the immigration and counterdrug laws with no additional support infrastructure, no increase in staff
deployment or facilities, and no remote sensing capabilities.

While areduction in the scope of the INS ISIS actions (Alternative 2) would still allow some enhancement
of INS and USBFP' s enforcement actions, the agencies would not be as efficient or effective as they should
be. Inaddition, the full intent and purpose of Congressional mandates, INS' mission, and the National Drug
Control Strategy would not be satisfied. Implementation of the third alternative would eliminate the
majority of direct disturbances to wildlife and habitats. However, the ability to deter and apprehend illegal
immigrants and drug traffickers would be greatly reduced. Additionaly, military units would receive less
extensive and/or less redistic training under this alternative. The fourth alternative would produce adverse
and beneficial effects that are similar to the preferred dternative, although they would be dightly less due to
the elimination of the operational support activities. By not alowing JTF-6 operational support activities,
however, the deterrence and detection of illega drug trafficking would be reduced. Continuation of the INS
program as status quo (No Action) would not satisfy the agency’s mission, or the intent of the U.S.
President, Congress, or Secretary of Defense in their combined efforts in the "War on Drugs'. The
socioeconomic benefits of the INS and JTF-6 program, both real and intangible including regaining control
of the border, would not be realized under the no action alternative.

Public Involvement:

Ten (10) public scoping meetings were held dong the U.S./Mexico border during the period August-
November 1998. A scoping meeting also was conducted in November 1998 with Federal and state resource
agencies. A Draft SPEIS was circulated to: Federal and state congressional delegations, Federal, state and
local resource and environmenta regulatory agencies; state and local public officials; regional and local
libraries; environmental organizations and members of the genera public who requested copies or who were
included on previous mailing lists. The Draft SPEIS was also placed on the Fort Worth District’s
Homepage, which alowed the Draft SPEIS and supporting baseline documents to be viewed electronically
or downloaded to remote computers.

Because of comments received on the 1999 Draft SPEIS, INS and JTF-6 determined that the scope of the
SPEIS was too broad and decided to provide a more narrow focus in the SPEIS. This redirection required
that the alternatives be reformulated and, as a result, INS and JTF-6 felt that the document should be
resubmitted to the public for review and comment. A revised Draft SPEIS was prepared and released for
public review in August 2000.

This Final SPEIS is being submitted to the public for a 30-day comment period. Comments received on the
revised Draft SPEIS have been incorporated, as appropriate, to the Final SPEIS. Hard copies of the
document were sent to local and regional libraries throughout the study area and to appropriate Federal and



state agencies. In addition, the Final SPEIS has been placed on the Fort Worth Didgtrict’s Homepage and can
be accessed at the following URL address: www.swf.usace.army.mil/ing/peis/default.ntml. Notices of
Availability have been published in loca newspapers throughout the study corridor and the Federal
Register. The officia closing date for receipt of public comments on the Final SPEIS is 20 days after the
Final SPEIS isfiled with the EPA and the Notice of Availability appearsin the Federal Register.

Vi
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Immigration and Naturaization Service (INS) has the responsibility to regulate and control
immigration into the United States. The first immigration office was established by the Federal Government
in 1864. Since then the Congress has frequently passed legidation mandating procedures and controls for
immigration to the United States. Such legidation also required several reorganizations of the INS
including its most recent move to the U.S. Department of Justice in 1940. The INS has four mgor aress of
responsibility: (1) facilitate entry of persons legally admissible to the United States; (2) grant benefits under
the Immigration and Nationality Act, including assistance to persons seeking permanent resident status or
naturalization; (3) prevent unlawful entry, employment or receipt of benefits; and (4) apprehend or remove
aliens who enter or remain illegaly in the United States. In regards to the latter responsibility, the U.S.
Congress in 1924 created the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) to be the law enforcement arm of the INS. The
USBFP' s primary function is to detect and deter smuggling as well as the unlawful entry of diens along the
nation’'s land borders and sea ports-of-entry (POE). With the increase in illegal drug trafficking, the USBP
also has become the leader for drug interdiction between land and sea POE.

The USBP uses various facilitiesin its daily operations for the deterrence and detection of illegal trafficking
as well as for processing aliens once an apprehension is made. Thus, training of law enforcement officers,
intelligence gathering, and transportation of evidentiary material are needed. USBP often requests assistance
in these activities as well as in the design, construction or upgrade of the facilities they use. Joint Task
Force-Six (JTF-6) routinely provides such assistance, when requested, to USBP and numerous other drug
law enforcement agencies (DLEA).

The INS/USBP is developing a strategy for operational activities and infrastructure projects to be
implemented during the next five years. Because funding for these projects is not assured and because of
potential future changesin law enforcement strategies, it is difficult to identify the specific location, design,
and/or schedule of each project. Consequently, this Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (SPEIS) describes the general types of projects expected and addresses the types of impacts that
would be expected from the implementation of JTF-6 support for INS projects only. Where possible, data
from past projects are used to assess potential impacts of future projects relative to cumul ative effects.

INS and JTF-6 have prepared site-specific environmental assessments and impact statements, in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. These NEPA documents have been tiered to
a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) that INS and JTF-6 prepared in 1994. In order to
continue to comply with NEPA, INS and JTF-6 prepared this SPEIS addressing the cumulative effects of
past (since 1989) and reasonably foreseeable projects undertaken by JTF-6 in support of INSUSBP. Once
specific project details are determined, site-specific NEPA documents will be developed to analyze impacts
within the program described in this SPEIS.

The vast mgjority of the INS projects supported by JTF-6 occur within a 50-mile corridor along the United
States/Mexico border in the four southwestern states (Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California). This
areais defined as the study areafor this SPEIS, and is depicted in Figure 1-1. This SPEIS was prepared for
the INS and JTF-6 by the Fort Worth District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in accordance with
the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for the Implementation of NEPA.

The primary sources of authority granted to officers of the INS are the Immigration and Nationality Act
(INA), found in Title 8 of the United States Code (8 U.S.C.), and other statutes relating to the immigration
and naturalization of aliens. The secondary sources of authority are administrative regulations implementing
those statutes, primarily those found in Title 8 of the Code of Federal Regulations (8 C.F.R. Section 287),
judicia decisions, and administrative decisions of the Board of Immigration Appeals. Subject to
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condtitutional limitations, INS officers may exercise the authority granted in the INA. The statutory
provisions related to enforcement authority are found in Sections 287(a), 287(b), 287(c), and 287(e) (8
U.S.C. 8§ 1357(ab,ce)); Section 235(a) (8 U.S.C. § 1225); Sections 274(b) and 274(c) (8 U.SC.8
1324(b,c)); Section 274A (8 U.S.C. § 13244); and Section 274C(8 U.S.C. § 1324c) of the Act.

Other statutory sources of authority are Title 18 of the United States Code (18 U.S.C.), which has severa
provisions that specificaly relate to enforcement of the immigration and nationaity laws; Title 19 (19
U.S.C. 1401 8§ (i)), relating to Customs cross-designation of INS officers; and Title 21(21 U.S.C. § 878),
relating to Drug Enforcement Agency cross-designation of INS officers. In addition, the Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996 mandates INS to acquire and/or
improve equipment and technology along the border, hire and train new agents for the border region, and
develop effective border enforcement strategies.

11 BACKGROUND
1.1.1 [INSHistory

Although an Immigration Bureau existed within the U.S. State Department between 1864 and 1868, prior to
1890 most immigrants were processed into the United States by the individual states rather than the Federa
government. By the 1890s, however, the influx of immigrants into the United States, particularly New Y ork,
continued unabated. A year later, Congress passed the Immigration Act of 1891, the nation’s first
comprehensive immigration law. It created the Bureau of Immigration within the Treasury Department and
placed the Commissioner of Immigration in the port of New York, officialy ending state control and
processing of immigrants.

Immigration reached its peak during the first decade of the twentieth century with 8,795,386 immigrants
nationwide. The Bureau of Immigration was transferred to the Department of Commerce in 1903. The
highest number of immigrants to the United States in any one year occurred in 1907 when 1,285,349
arrived. Congress acted to control the flow with the passage of the Immigration Act of 1917, which
established a literacy test for the first time and made the existing mental and physical examinations more
stringent. The increased stringency of these examinations and new health requirements, together with
security regulations resulting from World War |, restricted immigration. The number of immigrants dropped
significantly from 1.2 million in 1914 to an average of about 300,000 during each of the war yearsto only
110,000 in 1918. Immigration rose again after the war, to 430,000 in 1920, and 805,000 in 1921, leading
Congress to enact legidation in 1921 and 1924 to limit the number of aliens allowed into the country. The
new legidation imposed the first substantial restrictions on immigration by setting numerical quotas for
admissions by nationality. During the Great Depression, those leaving the country outnumbered immigrants
for the first time in history. The depression caused fewer people to migrate to the United States and caused
more people to be denied admission. In 1930, 20,000 illegal aliens were deported because of the high
number of jobless Americans.

Immigration increased again as the economy recovered, during World War 1, immigration again fell
sharply. Inthe postwar period, the numerical quota system continued under amendments to the Immigration
Act of 1924 and the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) of 1952. Immigration increased quickly after
the war, however, partialy because of new legidation that relaxed or waived some quotas to alow
immigration of war brides, refugees, and orphans. The Displaced Persons Act of 1948 and the Refugee
Relief Act of 1953 were among those acts.



Until the 1960s, the mgjority of immigrants to the United States came from Europe, with smaller numbers
coming from Asia and other countries in the Western Hemisphere. In the 1960s the national origins
principle of determining immigration quotas was discontinued after 40 years of use. During the 1960s and
1970s, various legidation allowed for the immigration of refugees fleeing from political upheavals in
specific countries and fleeing due to fear of persecution because of race, religion or political beliefs. It was
also during this period that the Immigration and Nationality Act was amended in October 1965, placing the
first numerical ceiling on the total number of immigrants into the United States, but abolished quotas by
nationality. The new system provided an annua ceiling of 290,000 (later reduced to 270,000 in 1980 by
Congress).

Since 1980, an average of 150,000 immigrants have been naturalized every year. At the same time,
however, undocumented diens have become a significant issue. INS apprehension rates are currently
averaging more than one million undocumented aliens per year throughout the country. The INS estimates
that there are currently from three to six million undocumented aiens in the United States. Other studies
have indicated higher numbers, closer to 10 million. For the past several years, Mexicans have comprised
the largest number of legal aswell asillegal immigrants to the United States.

More specific to this document, however, is the INS/USBP role in detecting, deterring and apprehending
illegal drug traffickers. The United States is experiencing epidemic levels of drug use and drug-related
crime as reported by the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) (1998 and 1999):

illegal drugs cost our society approximately $110 billion annually;

1.5 million Americans were arrested in 1997 for violating drug laws;

819 persons per 100,000 population were murdered during drug related offenses;

322,000 Americans are casua heroin users and over 800,000 are heavy users,

1.5to 3 million Americans are casual cocaine users and over 800,000 are heavy users; and,
over 10 percent of Americans used some form of illegal drug during 1999.

Additional evidence of the increasing drug trafficking problem requirementsis that the USBP stations along
the United States’/Mexico border experienced a 19 percent increase in the number of drug seizures from
fiscal year (FY) 1998 to FY 1999 and a 30 percent increase since FY 1995 (Table 1-1). More importantly,
the value and number of drug seizures along the southwestern border represent at least 95 percent of those
made by the USBP throughout the nation.

In order to get a reasonable accurate figure of the amount of drugs that enter the U.S., Federal drug law
enforcement agencies would have to have a source of information in every major cartel to provide
information regarding what the cartels move each year. Since no agency has developed, or is likely to
develop such a source, the number of tons of drugs that cross the border each year is unknown. Most
estimates however indicate that about two to 10 percent of the drugs that reach the border are seized. Along
the southwest border, the Border Patrol has achieved a higher level of success than other Federal agencies,
making the USBP a mgjor factor in the interdiction of drugs crossing the border. Table 1-2 provides the
drug seizure data for the top three Federal agencies.

Notice that while marijuana poundage figures for the Border Patrol increased for the two-plus year period,
the percentage of drugs decreased. We believe this to be a measure of the Border Patrol’s success. Asthe
Border Patrol achieved a higher interdiction rate, it forced smugglers through the Ports of Entry, causing
higher Customs seizure figures.



Table1-1
Drug Seizures along the Southwestern Border and Nationwide

Vaue Drug Seizures Marijuana Cocaine Heroin
($1,000) (number) (pounds) (pounds) (ounces)
FY 1995
Southwest 1,919,743 5777 594,313 42,394 222
Nationwide 1,971,855 6,308 608,434 44,183 786
FY 1996
Southwest 1,202,590 5,885 645,647 18,223 26,442
Nationwide 1,208,702 6,252 652,851 19,973 26,572
FY 1997
Southwest 1,036,691 6,315 731,268 12,821 1,118
Nationwide 1,046,293 6,625 736,906 14,823 1,312
FY 1998
Southwest 1,326,932 6,359 860,818 18,108 403
Nationwide 1,340,463 6,665 871,417 22,675 501
FY 1999
Southwest 1,702,381 7,532 1,165,318 23,568 724
Nationwide 1,916,437 7,865 1,170,640 29,674 771
Total Southwest 7,188,337 31,868 3,997,364 115,114 28,909
Total Nationwide 7,483,750 33,715 4,040,248 131,328 29,942
% Southwest Border 96% 95% 99% 88% 97%
USBP, 2000.
Table 1-2 Drug Seizures along the Southwestern Border, by Y ear and Agency
Marijuana
USBP USCS DEA
1999 1,212,300 66% 633,282 34% (not available)
2000 1,340,000 62% 761,500 35% 67,000 3%
2001 326,400 51% 282,227 44% 33,600 5%
Cocaine
USBP USCS DEA
1999 28,070 55% 22,850 45% (not available)
2000 16,950 45% 14,460 39% 37,310 16%
2001 3,240 36% 5,065 56% 9,065 8%

The negative impacts of widespread drug use on society continue to affect the work force, educationa
system, general law and order, and traditional family values and structure (Office of National Drug Control
Policy, 1998 and 1999). Rising rates of violent crime, serious damage to the Nation's health and economy,
and strains on vital relationships with international allies led the U.S. Congress to develop the National Drug
Control Strategy. The National Drug Control Strategy included the USBP and mandated a “prevention
through deterrence” strategy. The National Drug Control Strategy also formulated a multi-year approach
that required the USBP and other local DLEASs to “... gain, maintain, and extend control ...” of the border
region into the United States.



1.1.2 INSOrganization

INS has three executive divisions: Executive Office for Field Operations, Executive Office for Policy and
Planning, and the Executive Office for Management. The Executive Office for Management, Administration
Division, Headquarters Facilities and Engineering Branch, is responsible for developing and disseminating
policy, setting goals and priorities, and analyzing and reporting INS-related statistics. The Executive Office
for Field Operations Division provides executive direction to all INS field operations around the world.

The USBP activities are administered under the Field Operations Division. As mentioned previoudy, the
USBFP's primary function is to detect and prevent the unlawful entry of aliens and smuggling along the
nation’ s land and water borders. With theincreaseinillegal drug trafficking, the USBP also has assumed the
major Federal responsibility for illegal drug interdiction. In fiscal year (FY) 1999, the USBP made over
7,500 drug seizures dong the southwestern border, resulting in the removal of over a million pounds of
marijuana, about 24,000 pounds of cocaine, and 724 ounces of heroin from the streets of the United States
(see Table 1-1 above). The combined value of these drugs was over $1.7 billion.

The USBP uses avariety of methods to detect and deter illegal drug traffickers. Deterrence is accomplished
through the actual presence (24 hours per day, seven days per week) of the USBP agents on the border,
fences and other physical (natura and man-made) barriers, lighting, and the knowledge that the illega
entrants will be detected and apprehended. Detection of the illegal traffickers is accomplished through a
variety of low-technology and high-technology resources including observing physical signs of illegal entry
(vehicle tracks and footprints, clothes, etc.), visual observation of theillegal entries, information provided by
private landowners or the general public, ground sensors, and remote video surveillance systems.

The latter two items are components of INS' Integrated Surveillance Intelligence System (1SIS), which has
become an integral part of the detection process, thereby enhancing the agents' ability to apprehend the
illega entrants. 1SIS components include, but are not limited to, unattended ground sensors, low-light
television cameras, infrared cameras, towers, (and their connections to power and communication lines), and
intelligent computer aided detection (ICAD). The various remote sensing systems can be used separately or
in combination with severa types of systems or with other, more routine, enforcement actions (i.e., patrols).
However, to be most effective, or for maximum optimization, the 1SIS needs to be utilized in conjunction
with other infrastructure and resources.

Sensors are typically one foot in diameter and about three inches in height and utilize radio and seismic
frequencies to detect foot and/or vehicular movement. Thus, no communication wiring between sensors is
necessary. Sensors are remotely monitored from a fixed location, such as a USBP station, where the signals
areinput to the ICAD. Information is then relayed to the USBP agents that an alarm has been triggered in a
specific location. Using other components of the ISIS, even more specific information, such as number of
illegal entrants, vehicle type, and travel direction, can be provided to the agents, which will enhance the
potential for successful apprehension of the traffickers, and ensure the agents' safety.

Low-light television and infrared cameras are placed in high-traffic areas to assist INS in detecting illegal
entrants, particularly during the night. A typical camera or video surveillance system would beinstalled at a
height of about 60 feet on top of a concrete or steel pole, or on existing buildings and other structures (e.g.,
water towers). The spacing between the camera sites would depend upon the topography of the ares,
amount of illega traffic, and the area needed to be monitored. Like ground sensors, video surveillance
systems are usually monitored from other fixed locations and entered to the ICAD. These systems alow the
INS/USBP agents to more effectively and efficiently monitor a larger area and react quicker to illegal
entrants at remote locations.



1.1.3 JTF-6 Support

The Nationa Strategy that directed the INSto “...gain, maintain and extend control...” of the border region
also mandated Department of Defense (DoD) involvement in these efforts. As a result, in 1989, the
Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) defined a significant role in the counterdrug effort for JTF-6. The
SECDEF directed that key commanders within the various armed services devel op plans identifying each of
their proposed methods of providing assistance in reducing the flow of drugs into the United States. The
Joint Forces Command (formerly the U.S. Atlantic Command) and Forces Command (FORSCOM) were
directed to provide support requested by a Federal, state, or local DLEA to assist in the counterdrug effort
within the continental United States.

JTF-6 was formed later that same year as a military command that provides assistance and support to
various counterdrug enforcement agencies. This assistance is provided at sites located throughout the
continental United States. JTF-6 synchronizes and integrates DoD operational, engineering, technological,
training and intelligence support to USBP and other DLEA counterdrug efforts to reduce the availability of
illegal drugs in the United States. JTF-6 will continue this effort, as directed by the National Defense
Authorization Act (Public Law 101-510, as amended).

The mission and area of responsibility of JTF-6 has changed since 1989, however, its function has remained
the same. JTF-6 has a supporting role, rather than a lead role, to USBP and provides that support only
upon request. JTF-6 performs a wide variety of projects, as will be discussed later, at the request of the
agency. These projects allow the agency to better enforce the drug laws of the various states and the Nation.
The INS and USBP have been the primary beneficiary of the construction, training, and reconnaissance
activities of JTF-6; however, any law enforcement agency involved in interdiction of illegal drugs may
request assistance from JTF-6.

JTF-6 provides support to INS using Active duty, Reserve and National Guard units from al military
components. INS entities obtain military assistance in efforts against the illegal drug trade through support
requests forwarded to Operation Alliance. Operation Alliance is an organization of Federal, state, and local
law enforcement representatives through which military support is made available to law enforcement
agencies with counterdrug responsibilities. Intelligence data drive the request or need for support. Operation
Alliance determines and prioritizes the type of support needed and forwards the request to JTF-6. JTF-6
then staffs the request and, with appropriate approval, identifies a unit that is willing and available to
provide the requested support.

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is signed by the respective representatives of Operation Alliance,
JTF-6, the participating unit, and the requesting DLEA (e.g. USBP). This MOU identifies the work to be
accomplished, the purpose and need for the project, and outlines the responsibilities of each party.
Appropriate project-specific NEPA documentation, tiered to this SPEIS, must be prepared prior to initiation
of the proposed project. The MOU aso specificaly identifies the project proponent as the responsible party
for operation and maintenance of the project upon completion by JTF-6.

During the entire cycle of the project, JTF-6 maintains tactical control of the units conducting the project
through a programmed array of procedural and active measures. Unit commanders and their key personnel
meet with JTF-6 planners at an initial planning conference. After this meeting, JTF-6 planners and unit
representatives meet at the project site with the project proponent to perform initial site planning. On-site
environmental briefings are conducted with each unit prior to initiation of a project. The units receive a
copy of the NEPA document, including mitigation measures, during this briefing to ensure that the project
personngl are aware of sensitive issues and resources as well as any mitigative measures that are to be
implemented. In-process reviews and other meetings, as well as detailed after-action reviews, ensure that



the project is successfully completed. The after-action reviews provide valuable information that is utilized
for subsequent, similar actions to enhance personnel or equipment proficiency, reduce project delays, and
facilitate avoidance of potential adverse impacts. Operation and maintenance of facilities constructed by
JTF-6, asindicated above, remains the responsibility of the INS entity.

Upon receipt of arequest from Operation Alliance, JTF-6 staff conducts an in-depth review of the request to
ensure it complies with existing lega requirements before JTF-6 can accept the support request and initiate
mission planning. Initialy, the support request must originate from a DLEA, such as the USBP. Secondly,
the DLEA must articulate a counterdrug nexus in the support request. Military personnel conducting
counterdrug missions in support of DLEAs must comply with the requirements of the Posse Commitatus
Act (18 USC 1385) and other applicable Federa laws and DoD regulations. Briefly, the Posse Commitatus
Act prohibits military personnel from direct participation in law enforcment functions such as searches,
seizures and arrests. Additionally, military personnel conducting a JTF-6 mission must adhere to Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 3121-02—Rules on the Use of Force by DoD Personne during Military
Operations Providing Support to Law Enforcement Agencies Conducting Counterdrug Operations in the
United States.

Finally, the project must be able to satisfy training requirements of the participating military unit. A portion
of each unit's respective Mission-Essential Task List (METL) must be accomplished during each JTF-6
operation. These factors, coupled with recognizing the sensitivity of military operations that are conducted
in proximity to a border with another sovereign nation (including Native American tribes aong the border),
require that each project be screened carefully in terms of legality and military propriety.

In addition, political sengitivities regarding potential confrontations between the United States military and
law-abiding citizens living within the four-state border region must be respected and carefully evauated
prior to each operation. Approximately 50 percent of the land along the border is under private ownership,
mostly within southwestern Texas. Under current legidative authority, Federal military forces must have the
permission of the landowners prior to entering or conducting any operations on private lands. Additionally,
any work performed by JTF-6 on public lands or Indian Trust lands must be coordinated with the
appropriate resource agencies or Tribal Governments that manage or administer the lands.

Once arequest isforwarded to JTF-6, they will contact various Active, Reserve, and National Guard unitsto
determine if any are interested in volunteering to provide assistance on the proposed project. The unit's
participation in the project will provide necessary training for their troops that will satisfy at least a portion
of the unit's METL. Although the troops provide construction support a no cost, the INS entity is
responsible for the purchase of all construction materials.

12 PURPOSE AND NEED

As mentioned previoudy, the United States is experiencing a continued increase in illegal drug trafficking.
The INS has significantly increased the number of USBP agents over the last three years in an attempt to
control or halt such illegal activities. In order to maximize their efforts, various infrastructure elements are
required. With the increase in agents, administrative buildings have to be expanded; more highway
checkpoint stations are possible; and associated support facilities, such as vehicle maintenance shops, need
to be renovated or constructed. Other items such as fences, improved roads, and 1SIS components, are
required to make the USBP agents’ efforts more efficient and effective.

lllegal drug enforcement operations must be flexible. As INS increases its apprehensions of illega

traffickers attempting to use a certain method to enter the United States, the criminals will change their
modes of operation. In order for the INS to adjust their operations accordingly, numerous tactics, are
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employed. Firgt and foremost, manpower deficits are satisfied by temporarily re-assigning agents or adding
new, permanent agents. Training of new patrol agents follows strict guidelines established by INS and
includes sengitivity training. INS has also recently begun incorporating environmental awareness into their
routine training programs to ensure that agents are familiar with their responsbilities for complying with
environmental regulations and guidelines. INS recently cooperated with BLM and USFWS to produce an
environmenta training videos that have distributed to all USBP Sectors and are now part of their mandatory
training programs.

The primary purpose of the proposed JTF-6 activities is to facilitate the INS missions to reduce or eliminate
illegal drug activities along the borders of the United States. The USBP s strategy to control the borders of
the United States identifies the southwestern border as the highest priority area. This mission is enhanced
by placement and use of sensors, fences, and other systems. A secondary objective, but extremely important
god for the DoD, is to provide training opportunities for Active, Reserve, and National Guard units in
deployment and redeployment, logistics and design planning, construction of roads and buildings,
intelligence data gathering and analysis techniques, field observation techniques, navigation techniques, and
other requirements of each participating unit's METL. These activities are meant to increase and improve
the readiness of these unitsin the event of a National emergency.

JTF-6 provides support to the INS, only after requests for its support or assistance have been made through
Operation Alliance and only to those projects which have illegal drug control purposes. The Posse
Commitatus Act prohibits the use of Federal Active and Reserve armed services personnel from conducting
police actions (i.e., search and seizure, arrest, detention, investigation, etc.). Consequently, the support
provided to the INS entities involves operational, engineering, and general support activities that do not
require the troops direct involvement in arrests and convictions. In addition, since 1997, no units have been
armed while performing JTF-6 projects. Although many of the projects are conducted in areas that pose a
significant security issue for military units, JTF-6 relies on the INS entity to provide security for the military
personnel.

13 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIONS

The National Drug Control Strategy (in addition to the INS National, regional and field strategies), as
mentioned previoudly, has focused attention on the southwestern United States. The number of USBP
agents is expected to significantly increase during the next 10 years. In order to accommodate these new
agents, support staff, resources, and continued assistance from JTF-6 would be sought.

Infrastructure would need to be constructed or improved to ensure that these agents can effectively and
efficiently perform their duties. Support would also be needed in training, intelligence gathering, detecting
and deterring illegal activities, and administrative functions such as transporting evidentiary materials seized
by USBP during drug busts. INS must provide this support to its law enforcement arm (USBP) in order for
the USBP to effectively implement the strategy for gaining and maintaining control of the border. An
integral part of providing these means to effectively operate is the assistance INS receives from the DoD,
particularly in regards to JTF-6 support missions. The types of assistance that JTF-6 provides to INS and
USBP can be categorized into three groups:

operational support services
engineering support services
genera support services



Each of these support categories is discussed in the following paragraphs. Examples of the types of projects
that could be implemented under each category are also provided.

1.3.1 Operational Support Services

The majority of operational support activities require approval of the SECDEF for each specific action
proposed. Examples of operational support that requires SECDEF approva include listening
post/observation post (LP/OP), ground patrols, ground sensors, terrain denial, unmanned aeria vehicle
(UAV) reconnaissance, and forward-looking infrared radar (FLIR) missions. Manned aerial reconnaissance
missions do hot necessarily require SECDEF approvdl if certain criteriaare met.

1311 Listening Post/Observation Post

LP/OP support services provide additional personnel to USBP for observation or reconnaissance of areas
that have high potential for illegal drug smuggling activities. LP/OP missions would typically last from five
to 30 days and may include a company of up to 120 military personnel who would serve on alternating
teams of two to four personnel. Typically, no more than 30 personnel would be at LP/OP positions at any
given time during a mission. These 30 personnel would be deployed at five to 15 LP/OP sites (2-6
persong/site) for up to 96 hours, during which time they remain at the LP/OP site. Operations at the actual
LP/OP site generdly consist of a team that has selected a high observation point (which can be a building
along the border or a high point of ground) from which the team attempts to observe illegal drug activities.
lllegal activities include unauthorized aircraft flights into the United States, which would be detected by
radar or visud observations from the LP/OP site. If illegal activities are observed, the military unit calls the
USBP for enforcement action. The military unit does not participate in the enforcement action other than the
initial report to the USBP.  Access to the LP/OP sites may be by a 4-whedl drive vehicle, by foot if
roads/jeep trails to the site are non-existent, or by helicopter insertion. The motor vehicles remain on
established roads or other disturbed areas and are not driven cross-country. Established roads or jeep trails
include those which have been sufficiently traveled to have kept vegetation cropped to a level or width
sufficient for vehicle passage or to have left dua tracks that are readily visible from the ground or from an
aeria platform.

The LP/OP unit utilizes binoculars, cameras, and night vision devices to alow 24-hour observation periods.
LP/OP sites are left intact with no litter and, to the maximum extent practicable, no significant damage to
natural habitats or cultural resources. Refuse and other solid wastes are removed from the site and disposed
of in strict accordance with Federal, state and local regulations.

Occasionaly, USBP may request that the LP/OP site be established as a permanent site to allow routine but
periodic observation activities. Permanent LP/OP sites require digging a 12 x 12-foot (maximum) hole at
the site and placing a removable, camouflage cover on top. By providing these support services, the LP/OP
unit receives actual and realistic field reconnaissance training that would facilitate their combat readiness.

1.3.1.2 Ground Patrols

Ground patrols involve 10 to 12 military personnel traveling on foot with the intent of discovering illegal
drug activities such as cultivation of marijuana. Proper coordination with and approvals from the appropriate
resource agency are required before the units enter any public lands. Use of private lands requires the
expressed written permission of the landowners through a Right-of-Entry document. The units may establish
field campsites each day, but would police their campsites each morning before leaving to ensure that no
visible evidence of their presence exists. No large mess or other bivouac facilities are associated with this
type of support activity. In fact, ground patrol units typicaly utilize established campgrounds or military
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bases for deeping facilities during ground patrol exercises. If illegal activities are observed during the
ground patrols, they are reported to the USBP for enforcement action. Ground patrol units receive training
in terrain navigation, camouflage, and observation/detection techniques.

1.3.1.3 Ground Sensors

Military personnel would only go out to the site to emplace, remove, or maintain a ground sensor as part of
another training mission such as an LP/OP or ground patrol. When doing so, they would be escorted by the
sponsoring USBP agents.  Sensor missions typicaly last from five to 30 days. Deployment of sensors
requires training for units which use them in “war-time” roles. When a sensor detects activity, the unit
notifies the USBP agents, who respond to investigate. These sensors are similar to those employed by the
USBP, but they are not a component of the ISIS program.

1.3.1.4 Terrain Denid

Terrain denia support can occur on public lands or on private lands but only after receipt of a Right-of-
Entry document. Terrain denia support is provided when the USBP determines that potentialy significant
illegal actions would occur within a given area and time. Terrain denial operations are designed to deter
entry of drug traffickers into the United States. Terrain denial support activities typicaly involve 150
soldiers encamped at various locations along the border for a duration of about 30 days. The actual number
of personnel may range from 60 to 600; however, any JTF-6 operation that requires over 450 military
personnd must first receive approval from the SECDEF. Each base camp may be occupied by 50 to 60
soldiers. A Tactical Operations Center (TOC) comprised of 30 to 40 people may also be part of the terrain
denial operations. The TOC would have generators, tents, vehicles, a radio antenna and other miscellaneous
communication and maintenance/support equipment. The TOC area usually encompasses from two to five
acres, however, vegetation would be not be removed, cut or otherwise cleared unless absolutely necessary.
This decison would be the responsibility of the unit commander. Even though this type of support is
authorized, JTF-6 has not received a request for terrain denial support since 1995. Any new requests for
terrain denia support, regardless of the size, would require SECDEF approval .

Platoon size (45 soldiers) foot or wheeled patrols within specified border areas would be conducted. These
patrols serve the same purpose as the ground patrols, described above; however, other illega activities may
also be detected and reported. If equipment maintenance is required in the field, troops utilize a 4-
millimeter plastic sheet under the vehicle or other equipment piece to reduce or eliminate spillage of
petroleum, oils or lubricants (POL) onto the ground. Any spillage must be removed, transported back to the
base camp and reported in accordance with DoD regulations. Absorbent materials would be maintained by
each unit in case of accidental spills in accordance with their respective Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP).

1.3.1.5 Aviation Reconnaissance

Aeria reconnaissance missions are used to detect illegal drug traffic (ground or air), marijuana crops, drug
facilities, and other illicit drug activities. Aircraft used for such missions can be manned or unmanned.
Manned aircraft can either be fixed-winged or helicopters. Manned reconnaissance missions would usualy
be staffed with four to 20 military crew members. The crew flies over specified target areasin an attempt to
identify illegal drug activities, usualy at altitudes of 500 feet above ground level or higher.

Unmanned aeria vehicles (UAV) are small, self-propelled planes with a wingspan of 17 to 50 feet. The
UAV is guided over the target area by remote control. Each UAV is equipped with a camera (day or night
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vision) and/or forward looking infrared radar (FLIR), which allows the controller to guide the UAV over
specified targets and detect/record illegal activities.

Whenever illegal drug activity is observed by either manned or UAV missions, the information is forwarded
immediately to the USBP for appropriate actions. All missions are coordinated with the regional Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) prior to initiation of the mission to ensure air traffic safety.

1.3.2 Engineering Support Services

This support category includes engineering design, renovation, and/or construction of various facilities that
are routingly needed by the USBP. The mgjority of these activities involve rehabilitation or upgrading of
existing facilities, athough some new construction is provided. At the present time, engineering support
services comprise about 40 percent of the JTF-6 budget for the three support areas; however, these services
represent less than seven percent of the overall number of missions performed by JTF6. Engineering
support services provide training for the troops in deployment and redeployment of construction units and
equipment, construction of various types of facilities that may be required in combat emergency situations,
and coordination and planning activities.

1321 Road, Bridges, Culverts, and Low Water Crossings

USBP agents patrol thousands of miles of southwestern United States border roads each day. Various forms
of transportation are used while patrolling these roads, including 4-wheel drive vehicles, bicycles,
motorcycles, foot, and horses. Some agents are stationed at specific observation points that provide an
unobstructed view of the border area, while others drive aong pre-determined routes. The mgjority of the
dirt roads within the border region were about 24 feet wide when originally built. Over the years, vegetation
has encroached to the point that these roads are now typically lessthan 10 feet wide. In addition, most roads
have experienced severe wind and water erosion that has resulted in long, impassable stretches. The current
conditions of these roads do not allow efficient use of the roads by the USBP. Their condition prohibits
adequate enforcement actions within large regions. Bridges, culverts, low water crossings, gabions, water
bars, and other drainage or erosion control structures are designed and emplaced to reduce erosion and
concomitant road maintenance activities. These roads are used as patrol routes, drag roads for detection of
potential illegal entry, and fire breaks. Drag roads are dirt roads that are smoothed out by dragging (hence,
the name) tires or other materias behind a vehicle. The intent is to clear the road of all previous sign of
illegal traffic so that agents can detect when new signs appear.

These types of congtruction activities have represented, and are expected to represent, about 40 percent of
the engineering work performed by JTF-6. As mentioned previoudly, most of the border roads have
deteriorated due to erosion and/or vegetation encroachment. JTF-6 actions typically involve upgrading or
repair of these roads to a width of 20 feet with parallel drainage, where appropriate. JTF-6 makes all
practicable attempts to avoid construction of new sections of roads; however, severe erosion within and near
some drainage basins has necessitated construction of some new sections. The total length of new sections
congtructed to date is estimated to be less than 55 miles. Since 1989, nearly 1,517 miles of existing roads
have been evaluated for upgrading. The 1,517 miles represent an average of about 150 miles per year.
About 5-10 percent of this 1,517 miles of road was repair or upgrade of roads that were previoudly repaired
by JTF-6. Not all of these projects were completed, however, due to time, budget, and/or manpower
congtraints, or because the project was re-designed during the construction phase. The re-upgrades were
necessary to provide better drainage structures and/or to provide a more stable design. During the next five
years, up to 2,116 miles are expected to be upgraded. It should be emphasized that not all road projects are
paralel or adjacent to the border.
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1.3.2.2 Fences and Barriers

Although virtually the entire United States’Mexico border has at one time or another been demarcated by
some type of fence, the border fences constructed by and proposed by INS are located mostly in urbanized
areas near land POEs. Much of the existing international fencing consists of barbed wire or chain link fence
and is in various states of disrepair. Maintained border fences, particularly near land POES, can be an
effective deterrent to illegal drug trafficking. Fencing also facilitates enforcement actions by hindering
escape or funneling illegal traffic into selected areas. Several types and styles of fences have been
congtructed by INS and JTF-6 including metal Sandia fences, concrete bollard fences, solid stedl landing
mat fences, and wrought iron decorative fences (Exhibit 1). These and other styles would continue to be
designed and constructed depending upon the region’s need, soil conditions, and budget constraints.

Barriers are generally used to prohibit illegal vehicle entry. Barriers are constructed of metal and/or
concrete post and railings at heights that would not alow vehicles to pass under or over them (Figure 1-2).
Such barriers do not impede wildlife migration. Most barriers are constructed in remote areas that have
experienced high illegd vehicle traffic. Some barriers are installed at POES to prevent vehicles from
crashing through normal security systems and escaping into Mexico or the United States.

JTF-6 has been involved in the congtruction or repair of approximately 57 miles of border fencing since
1989. The congtruction right-of-way (ROW) is generally less than 30 feet wide, which includes a paralle
maintenance road. However, in some aress (i.e., San Diego) fence corridors have been established which
required up to an 800 ft. ROW. In the San Diego area, a barrier system is being constructed that involves a
“primary” fence along the border and a parald “secondary” fence. The width between these fences can
vary depending upon topography and enforcement strategy. To date, JTF-6 fence construction has usually
involved welding solid steel matting (excessed air landing strip mats) to solid steel poles with concrete
footings. Construction of this type of fence has mostly eliminated the problem of illegal traffickers driving
through border fences. Alternate designs and materials may be used, based on the needs of INS, aswell as
the cost of materials. Other engineering actions that may be required as part of the fence construction
include installation of culverts and filling of eroded sections of roads. Roads are built immediately adjacent
to the fence and entirely within the construction ROW.

1323 Training Facility Construction

Weapons training ranges are used by USBP to allow their officers to maintain firearm proficiency and to
satisfy their weapons qualifying requirements. JTF-6 units have participated in weapons training range
congtruction/upgrading which usually consists of ingtallation of earthen berms around existing ranges for
safety and protection of the firing range users as well as the general public. New firing ranges,
encompassing five to 10 acres, aso have been constructed in some areas where access to other firing ranges
was limited and, thus, USBP agents were not able to properly train in firearm operations and proficiency.
When new firing ranges are needed, they are designed to support multi-agency use by several DLEAS.
Borrow material for construction of the firing ranges is obtained from the range site, where possible. Small
caliber bullets from semi-automatic rifles, shotguns and pistols are used at these firing ranges. Plagtic
sheeting is typicaly placed under new berms to aleviate the potential of lead leaching into groundwater
supplies. The USBP is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the firing range. The multi-agency
firing ranges may be utilized daily by severa Federal, state or local agencies.
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Some weapons training facilities require construction of shooting houses, which are used to train USBP
officers in entering houses and other buildings under emergency situations. A shooting house facility is
usually congtructed in conjunction with firing ranges. These structures are generally 10 to 12 feet high with
no roofs. The USBP requires stringent physica training for their field agents and most are required to pass
periodic fitness tests. JTF-6 has incorporated into some training facilities, fitness and obstacle courses to
assist USBP in their routine physical training programs. Some parts of these facilities, such as rappelling
towers, provide additiona training other than just physical fithess. Fitness/obstacle courses usually are built
near or adjacent to existing INS/USBP facilities; the area required for the course would depend upon the
type of course desired, the training needs of the USBP, available lands, and budget. Borrow material, if any,
is obtained on-site whenever practicable.

1324 Helipads

INS uses fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters to perform reconnaissance and detection operations, these
assets are also employed to support the ground patrols. Hangar facilities for both types of aircraft are
generaly leased from existing airports. Refueling of aircraft generaly occurs at the established airport
locations or, in some instances, at USBP stations or other INS facilities that are equipped to support aircraft
activities.

Due to the remote nature of much of the southwestern United States, helipads are necessary to serve as
mission stationing points to support INS reconnai ssance, observation and enforcement activities, as well as
JTF-6 aeria reconnaissance missions. Helipads are typically constructed with concrete but can consist of
matting or sandbags filled with eight percent cement. Stone riprap and/or sandbags are also used around the
perimeter of the helipad for stabilization and to reduce erosion caused by the helicopter’s prop wash. A
helipad typically encompasses an area about 120 x 120 feet, including the prop wash protection area, and
often timesislocated in proximity to an INS base of operation. No POL are stored on-site at remote helipad
sites. However, INS facilities and JTF-6 units maintain equipment (eg., absorbent materias, fire
extinguishers, etc.) for the containment of POL spills.

1325 Checkpoints and Other Building Construction and Rehabilitation

Checkpoints are located severa miles from the United StatesMexico border dong maor highways.
Checkpoints can be manned 24-hours per day in high illega trafficking areas or randomly to allow surprise
ingpections. These facilities usualy require less than five acres. Permanent checkpoints consist of
processing offices, temporary detention facilities, administration offices, potable water supply, and sewage
systems. Temporary kennels may be located at those checkpoints where K-9 units are used. JTF-6 has aso
been involved in the rehabilitation of existing buildings to upgrade the structure to building code standards
or to convert the building to other uses. New construction may also be requested and could involve
congtruction of parking ramps and lots, taxiways, small office buildings, and storage or maintenance sheds.
New building construction activities would typically occur within or adjacent to existing INSUSBP
facilities.

1.3.2.6 Kennels and Stables

Dog kenndls, to support K-9 units, and horse stables are also expected and would typically be associated
with the administrative facilities or checkpoint stations. Dog kennels generally would require less than one
acre and be constructed with chain-link fencing and concrete pads. Waste would be washed into septic
systems or, where possible, into municipal sewage systems. Horse stables would usualy require less than
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two acres, depending upon the number of horses maintained and the amount of available pasture or
rangeland. Stables would be constructed with wood and metal. Collection systems for stormwater runoff
would be designed and constructed for new stables, as appropriate.

1.3.2.7 Communication Towers

Communication towers are permanent facilities used by the USBP for the ingtalation of cameras, radio
transmittersreceivers, or motion detection devices. Many of the towers would require construction of a
concrete/concrete block building to house electronic equipment associated with the communication
operations. Communication towers are typically built adjacent to a USBP facility; however, some towers
have been constructed by JTF-6 in remote locations, usualy on tops of ridges, to enhance relay of radio
transmissions and provide remote surveillance operations.

1328 Building Demolition

lllegal drug laboratories and other unauthorized structures often are discovered by DLEAS on public lands.
At the request of the INSJUSBP, JTF-6 can provide demolition and removal services. Demoalition of
buildings generdly is accomplished using heavy equipment (e.g., bulldozers, etc.) and/or hand tools. Prior
to initiation of demolition activities, the requesting INS entity is required to perform an Environmental
Basdline Survey or a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment to determine the presence of hazardous
materials, clear land titles, and any other potential environmenta liability. These liabilities, if they occur,
areresolved by the requesting INS entity before deployment of the JTF-6 sponsored unit.

1329 Lighting

Lighting is often used in urban areas to deter illegal activities during nighttime periods. The placement,
number, size, and design of the lighting and light standards depends on local circumstances. Portable
lighting is used on an irregular basis and at differing durations to avoid establishing a routine that could be
circumvented by illega activities. Portable lights can be used in remote areas to adapt to new traffic patterns
or based upon counterintelligence, or they can be installed temporarily prior to the installation of permanent
light standards. Permanent lighting fixtures are placed on top of wooden, concrete, or metal poles
(standards).

13210 Boat Rampsand Docks

USBP agents adso patrol waterbodies that form the United States' international boundary, such as the Rio
Grande river in southern Texas. In order to access remote reaches of some of these waterbodies, boat ramps
and docks may be congtructed. Increasing the number of access points would enhance the efficacy of the
patrols as well as the health and safety of the patrol agents. Boat ramps could be constructed with various
materias, including earth, gravel or other aggregates, or concrete, depending upon the location and
condition of the site, expected use, and budget condtraints, as well as the desires and requirements of the
agency with jurisdiction over the affected waterbody. These ramps are not intended for public use and, thus,
typically would require less than one acre to be disturbed, including the required parking area.  JTF-6
closely coordinates with the pertinent agency(s) in design and placement of boat ramps.

1.3.2.11 Tunnes

JTF-6 has provided support services to various DLEASs in the detection and closure or destruction of tunnels
built by smugglersto transport illegal drugs across the border. The methods of destruction of tunnelswill be
determined on a case-by-case basis depending upon the tunnel’s size, locations, proximity to sensitive
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resources and geographic position. Methods could include trenching and backfilling, blasting, and/or filling
with concrete, bentonite, or other impervious materials.

13212  Water Well and Septic Systems

JTF-6 has installed potable water wells and septic treatment systems at remote USBP stations. Wastewater
treatment systems have been required to bring the station into compliance with environmental regulations.
Water wells have been installed to provide potable supplies at stations where agents have previously been
forced to transport water from distances of up to 50 miles. Septic systems and water wells are constructed in
strict accordance with Federal, state, and local regulations.

1.3.3 General Support Services

JTF-6 provides a diverse array of general support services, mostly training services, that include
marksmanship, data processing, emergency medical procedures, leadership skills, and rapid rappelling
techniques. One of the primary types of general support services that JTF-6 provides involves mobile
training teams. These teams, consisting of two to five people, would travel to the USBP facility and provide
various training sessions. The mobile training team is a more cost efficient method of providing training
since it eliminates the need for 30+ agents to travel to atraining site. Under this category, JTF-6 also has
provided other types of assistance such asintelligence anaysis.

Intelligence architecture assessments (IAA) are conducted by JTF-6 anaysts to provide the High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) an evaluation of JTF-6 intelligence support structure. These analysts
provide recommendations to enhance HITDA intelligence development and dissemination. |AAS support
the ONDCP mandate for the HIDTAS to share counterdrug intelligence. The deliverable is a document
which serves as a road map to produce relevant, accurate, timely, and objective intelligence for HIDTA
initiatives. Additionally, the assessment provides guidance relevant to providing event deconfliction,
case/subject deconfliction, post seizure analysis, case support, automation connectivity and strategic
intelligence. |AAs are conducted on site at each HIDTA and involve interviews, surveys, needs assessment
analysis, and data collection. Upon return to JTF-6, anaysts conduct more analyses and test their
hypothesis, formul ate recommendations, and produce the assessment document.

The general support actions comprise about 39 percent of the number of projects performed for DLEAS by
JTF-6. The duration of each project is quite varied, as is the number of JTF-6 personne involved; the
typical project, however, would require less than five personnel for less than two weeks. No construction or
other ground disturbing activities are associated with this support category. No long term effects to
socioeconomic resources (e.g., income, employment, demands on public infrastructure) are incurred due to
these missions. Therefore, these types of activities should be categorically excluded from future NEPA
documentation as alowed by Army Regulations (AR) 200-2.

1.3.4 Miscellaneous Project Items

Field-oriented projects may require individual encampments or bivouac areas with the supporting facilities,
although established military installations or other camping grounds are used when practical. Mess
facilities, including soakage pits, are constructed in accordance with the appropriate DoD Technical Manual.
Grease traps would be used, if applicable, for large mess units. Field latrines and showers would also be
congtructed in accordance with DoD manuals and loca regulations. All grey water from these facilities
would be discharged directly on the ground, in soakage pits, or transported to approved evaporation ponds,
as required by state and local laws. Any permits required by the appropriate state environmental agencies
for such wastewater discharges would be obtained prior to initiation of the project.
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Fuel is usually purchased on an as-needed basis from local, fixed fud facilities. However, projects that are
conducted for longer periods of time and/or in remote locations would require the use of fuel bladders and
other POL dispensing equipment. All POL storage and dispensing facilities are constructed and operated in
accordance with applicable DoD technica manuals. Special measures such as fuel bladder berms and use of
drip pans to contain loss of POL materials would be implemented. Absorbent material is also stored on site
to alow rapid clean up of smal spills. All spills, regardless of size, would be reported to the unit
commander responsible for the incident and to JTF-6. JTF-6 is responsible for reporting to the appropriate
Federa and state environmenta regulatory agency. All units expected to use or store POL are required to
submit a SPCCP to JTF-6 prior to deployment to the project site.

As mentioned previoudly, the requesting DLEA is responsible for the acquisition of al construction
materials. Such items include, but are not limited to, lumber, concrete, fencing, sand and aggregates, paint,
electrical wiring, roofing, concrete/cinder blocks, and tin sheeting. Food, POL, and equipment parts may be
purchased by JTF-6 from local or home base sources. Maintenance of facilities constructed or upgraded by
JTF-6 may be provided by JTF-6 or the requesting DLEA.

14 INS/JJTF-6 NEPA DOCUMENTATION

INS and JTF-6 routinely complete individual, site-specific NEPA documents such as Environmental |mpact
Statements (EIS) and Assessments (EA), Categorical Exclusions (CX), and/or Records of Environmental
Consideration (REC). However, as the number of projects increased and public resource agencies redlized
the geographic scope of their work, concerns about cumulative impacts arose. In 1994, INS and JTF-6
prepared a PEIS to address the potential impacts of the overal program. The 1994 PEIS assessed the
impacts of JTF-6 support activities from its inception through 1994. This SPEIS will update the 1994 PEIS
and compare the projected activities (1994) with the actua types and number of projects completed. Using
this information, the anticipated level of activities for a5 year period (2000 — 2005) will be presented. For
al future site-specific JTF-6 projects, JTF-6 will continue to comply with NEPA following DoD Directive
6501 and Army Regulation (AR) 200-2. INS projects will continue to comply with NEPA in accordance
with INS regulations as specified in 28 CFR 61.

This SPEIS isintended to satisfy two objectives: (1) identification of the cumulative impacts of past, present
and reasonably foreseeable future INS projects supported by JTF-6 and (2) identification of those types of
INS projects routinely conducted and supported by JTF-6 that would require an EA or REC to be tiered to
this SPEIS or which may fall within a categorical exclusion (CX) classification as defined by DoD Directive
6501 and AR 200-2. A site-specific NEPA document would be prepared for all proposed actions which
would not be considered under a CX or REC and for which a determination of significance is required.
Reliance upon a CX may be appropriate for those actions which would have limited ground disturbances, be
conducted in areas previoudy disturbed or developed, or otherwise have dight potential to produce adverse
environmental or socioeconomic effects. A REC is abrief document which describes the proposed project
and its expected impacts (beneficial and adverse) and which is generally tiered to a previous EA, EIS, or
other NEPA document. RECs generally provide documented support or justification for a CX.

Examples of types of projects which could be evaluated through a REC include: expansion or
reconfiguration of an existing firing range; construction of a helipad at an established airfield or compound;
or renovation of a DLEA building. It should be emphasized, however, that surveys for cultural resources,
protected species or other environmentd liabilities (e.g., hazardous waste sites) may be required to complete
the REC. The presence of such resources or conditions may necessitate the REC to be elevated to an EA or
ElIS. CXs are dlowed by NEPA, 28 CFR 61, DoD Directive 6501 and AR 200-2 for those proposed
projects that are expected to result in insignificant impacts, if they occur at al. Types of activities that
currently fall within this classification include temporary or permanent relocation of small numbers of
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military or civilian personnel, purchase of office equipment, weapons training at established firing ranges,
data analysis and aerial photointerpretation.

15 REPORT ORGANIZATION

This SPEIS isdivided into 10 magjor chapters including this introduction and the description of the proposed
action (Chapter 1). Chapter 2 provides adescription of the aternatives considered during this evaluation, as
well as the alternatives generally considered during the planning of each specific project. This chapter also
provides a summary of the impacts (previous and potential) associated with the JTF-6 support to INS, as
well as adiscussion of the relationship of the current program to other Federal activities. Brief descriptions
of the existing natural and human environment are presented in Chapter 3. These descriptions are
summaries of detailed discussions presented in a 5-volume document (Environmental Baseline Documents)
prepared separately by the INS, JTF-6 and USACE, Fort Worth District.  Environmental consequences of
each type of activity proposed by INS and JTF-6 on the natural and socioeconomic resources are addressed
in Chapter 4. This discussion includes a description of the past and expected cumulative impacts.
Mitigation measures that are generaly implemented by INS/JTF-6 as part of their standard operating
procedures are presented in Chapter 5. The public involvement process is discussed in Chapter 6 and
includes comments received during the public comment period and responses to these comments. Chapters
7,8, 9, and 10 present alist of the personsinvolved in the preparation of this document, alist of acronyms,
references cited in the document, and an index, respectively. Appendix A includes supporting documents of
the public involvement program such as copies of the notices of availability published in local newspapers.
Transcripts from the scoping meetings were included in the original Draft SPEIS and are not contained
herein.
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SECTION 2.0
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES



20 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Seven alternatives were considered during the preparation of this SPEIS: (1) Full JTF-6 Support to INS
including the 1SIS program, (2) Full JTF-6 Support to INS but with no ISIS program, (3) JTF-6 Operational
Support Only and Implementation of INS ISIS program (4) JTF-6 Engineering and General Support (No
Operationa Support) and Implementation of ISIS program (5) JTF-6 Operational Support Only and (6) 1SIS
Program Only and (7) No Action Alternative. In essence, the latter alternative would require INS to
continue its mission with no new infrastructure or facilities. Alternatives 6 and 7, as will be discussed |ater,
were considered but eliminated from further analysis because they did not satisfy the purpose and need of
JTF-6 or INS. The remaining aternatives are considered viable alternatives and, thus, are carried forward
for analysis. The No Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need of either agency, but is still
carried forward for analysis, as required by NEPA and CEQ. The type and magnitude of the impacts
associated with each aternative would vary. Each dternative is discussed in more detail in the following
paragraphs. Brief descriptions of the types and relative magnitudes of impacts associated with each
aternative are also provided. Detailed descriptions of the known and expected impacts associated with the
INS/JTF-6 program are presented in Chapter 4 of this SPEIS.

21 ALTERNATIVE 1. FULL JTF-6 SUPPORT TO INS, INCLUDING THE 1SISPROGRAM
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Alternative 1 would alow JTF-6 to provide full (engineering, operational and general) support to INS. Such
support is necessary for the INS entities to become more technicaly and cost efficient in performance of
their respective missions. The infrastructure is needed by INS to enhance its mandate to control illegal
entries into the U.S. Actions under this alternative would involve major engineering design and construction
projects as well as deployment and use of various remote sensing techniques. The combination of these
major support facilities and the ISIS provides the most feasible and technically effective strategy for
enforcing the counter-drug interdiction laws. This aternative also satisfies the objective of involving the
military in the President's National Drug Control Strategy. This alternative is considered the preferred
alternative.

JTF-6 support services would have unavoidable adverse impacts, primarily to vegetation communities,
which have become established within road and fence rights-of-way or other proposed construction sites.
Synergistic adverse effects to wildlife populations, due to reductiongalterations of habitats, would also
occur. However, some beneficial consequences to wildlife habitat and populations would occur in areas that
have been substantially affected by illegal drug smuggling traffic. Other beneficial effects that would result
from selection of this aternative include increased detection, deterrence, and apprehension of illega
smuggling activities with concomitant benefits of reduced enforcement costs, losses to persona properties,
violent crimes, and entitlement program costs. This aternative would provide a more cost-effective method
for INS to obtain the required support while providing training for military units, since the JTF-6 provides
labor and equipment at no cost to INS. Such costs are incurred during normal training missions by the
participating military unit and, thus, are not additional expenses created by the support project.

The engineering/construction activities that would be expected to occur over the next five years, primarily to
support USBP enforcement missions, are presented in Table 2-1. The proposed projects are presented by
dtate. It should be noted that these projects are in the very early planning stages and, thus, locations, timing,
and design features can not be identified at thistime. In addition, the number of each type of project may
have to be altered to adjust to dynamic operational modes of illega traffickers, as well as budgetary
constraints.



Table2-1

Proposed USBP Projects, by State

Resource Texas

New Mexico  Arizona  Cdifornia  Tota

Number of Miles

Road * 1,267 210 335 139 1,951
Drag road 93 72 165
Primary fence 20 9 81 180
Secondary fence 28 9 37
Vehicle Barriers 20 9 12 111
Subtotal 1,540 210 381 313 2444
Number of Items
Lights 4,325 48 206 98 4,677
Scopes 61 61
Cameras/RVS 165 65 56 99 385
Repeater Site 11 11
Boat Ramps 7 7

*Note—not al roads are parallel or adjacent to the border

As can be seen from Table 2-1, the mgjority of the engineering activities would involve construction or
upgrade of roads and primary fences. The mgjority of these activities are planned in Texas, as would be
expected sinceit isthe largest state within the study area.

Various features to specific projects within this program are always considered during the evaluation of the
project's needs and potential impacts. Cost of the project to INS/JTF-6, benefit to the INS entity, potential

Project specific alternatives shall be
developed and addressed for each
subsequent NEPA document tiered to this
SPEIS

multi-agency benefits, documented need for the project,
scheduling conflicts with reproductive seasons of protected
floral and faunal species, ability of the project to provide
METL items to the participating unit, and availability of
units are al issues considered during the identification and
planning of a specific project. Subsequent  NEPA

documentation prepared specifically for these projects, once they have been identified, would address these
types of aternatives and, where appropriate, the impacts associated with each alternative.

Alternatives that should be considered and addressed for each type of action under each support mission are
listed in Sections 2.1.1 through 2.1.3, below. It should be noted that this list is not all-inclusive. Evaluation
of additional aternatives may be necessary and would be determined on a project-by-project basis.

211 Operational Support Services

As mentioned previously, most operational support services currently | st JTF-6 Operational
require approva of the SECDEF for each support request prior t0 | Support activities require prior
initiation of the project. Consequently, even though most of these | approval from the Secretary of
types of services have not been provided since late 1997, they are | Defense

dlowed and, thus, are still considered a viable mission dternative




within JTF-6. The operational support services are grouped in two different categories. ground sensors and

ground reconnaissance.

2.1.1.1 Ground Sensors and L P/OP

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

placement of ground sensorsin non-sensitive sites

alternate locations of LP/OP sites and access roads, if required

permanent versus temporary LP/OP sites

numbers of service personnel and duration of shift during L P/OP operations
availability of nearby deeping quarters

aternate sites and/or re-use of previous TOC

ar radar missions

2.1.1.2 Ground Patrol and Terrain Denial

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

size, schedule and duration of exercise to avoid conflicts with public recreationa activities and

environmentally sensitive seasons

availability of nearby deeping quarters and, if necessary, aternate bivouac sites
availability of local electrical and water supplies

aeria reconnai ssance versus ground patrol

alternate sites and/or re-use of previous TOC

2.1.1.3 Aviation Activities

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

manned versus UAV missions
cameraversus FLIR
area aircraft traffic patterns

2.1.2 Engineering Support Services

Numerous alternatives that should be addressed for project-specific NEPA documents tiered to this SPEIS
are common to several of the engineering support activities. Each of these actions should consider the
availability and adequacy of existing facilities relative to the need for new construction, construction
schedules relative to nesting seasons and recreational opportunities, alternate routes or locations, availability
of suitable construction materials on-site and from existing borrow sites, construction design and materials,
erosion control measures, presence of protected species and cultural resources, use of previoudly disturbed

Site specific alternatives for all JTF-6
engineering support projectsinclude use
of existing facilities, alternative locations,
and construction design and schedule

areas to minimize vegetation clearing, and availability of
nearby deeping quarters to avoid or reduce bivouac sSites.
Other dternatives or mitigation measures specific to each
service category that should be considered during subsequent
NEPA documentation are discussed in the following

paragraphs.
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2.1.2.1 Roads, Bridges, Culverts, and Low Water Crossings

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

expected traffic use and type
mai ntenance requirements

2.1.2.2 Fencesand Barriers

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:
aesthetic design
type of fence (e.g., bollard, sandia, chain link, etc.)
increased patrol versus fence construction

2.1.2.3 Training Facilities

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:
design of lead retention/collection systems for weapons training facilities
aternate orientation and design of firing ranges’houses
noise sengitive sites

2.1.2.4 Helipads

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:
noise sengitive sites

rotor/prop wash protection
containment capabilities for accidental POL spills

2.1.2.5 Checkpoints and Other Building Construction

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

expansion/renovation of temporary structures
leases

2.1.2.6 Kennelsand Stables
For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:
Proximity to water courses

Use of existing facilities
Proximity to noise and odor sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, churches, etc.)



2.1.2.7 Communication Towers
For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

Electrical sources (overhead versus underground wiring, solar panels, microwave)
Co-location with other towers and buildings

Design of guide wires

Incorporation of nesting platformsto design

2.1.2.8 Building Demolition

In addition to the genera environmental measures described previoudly, building demalition actions would
also consider various disposal methods for demolition debris.

2.1.2.9 Lighting

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

lighting intensity, direction, duration, frequency, type and numbers

electrical sources (overhead versus underground wiring, solar panels, microwave)
use of infrared cameras instead of lights

increased night patrols versus lights

2.1.2.10Boat Ramps
For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

Use of existing boat ramps
Stabilization of soil at new ramps
Placement of ramps in disturbed areas

21211 Tunnels
For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

Proximity to sensitive areas (e.g. neighborhoods, churches)
Hydraulic connectionsto aquifers

Method for destruction

Disposal of any debris

2.1.2.12Water Wells and Septic Systems

For these types of projects the following site specific considerations would be analyzed:

use of bottled water versus water wells

possible pipeline connection to existing water supply systems
use of portable/chemical latrines versus trestment systems
relocation of the USBP base of operations

possible pipeline connection to existing public treatment system



2.1.3 General Support Services

Alternative evauations associated with this support group involve administrative choices such as the
number of military trainers to be sent to an USBP facility, various computer hardware and data software
relative to the USBP's available budget, training locations, or vehicles and aircraft to be used for
transportation services. The mgjority of these support services would have insignificant effects upon the
human and natural environment. Therefore, these projects would be categorically excluded from the full
NEPA process, RECswould be prepared, if required, to document the justification for exclusion.

22 ALTERNATIVE 2. FULL JTF-6 SUPPORT WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF ISIS
PROGRAM

Alternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1, except that the | SIS capabilities (i.e., cameras, lights, ground
sensors, and scopes) would be eliminated. To achieve the same level of detection and apprehension of
illegal traffic, INS would have to increase their staff to an even higher level. This, in turn, would require
additional vehicle traffic. Aerial surveillance activities may also have to be increased. Thus, Alternative 2
would not be as effective as the preferred adternative. This alternative would alow JTF-6 to continue to
provide operational, general and engineering support to INS. Direct adverse environmental impacts would
be dightly reduced under Alternative 2 by elimination of the construction activities associated with
installing the ISIS infrastructure. Socioeconomic benefits would be reduced under this alternative in regards
to aless effective strategy to control illegal entries.

23 ALTERNATIVE 3. JTF-6 OPERATIONAL SUPPORT ONLY AND IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE ISSSPROGRAM

This aternative would require that JTF-6 provide only operational support (i.e., no engineering or genera
support) to INS. INS would expand its remote sensing capabilities with the implementation of the ISIS
program, although construction support for the 1SS infrastructure (towers, etc.) would have to be provided
by other agencies or private contractors. INS and JTF-6 would till be required to consider the dternative
measures described in subsections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2.6, above, for any JTF-6 operationa support activities and
the 1SIS facilities that are installed. Potential direct adverse environmental impacts would be greatly
reduced under Alternative 3 since the mgjority of adverse environmental impacts are associated with the
JTF-6 engineering support/construction activities. Some INS construction activities would still be required
and would not be as cost effective as using volunteer units supported by JTF-6. For example, access roads
to some tower sites may be needed since these systems are generaly placed in remote areas at higher
elevations. This aternative would greatly reduce the opportunities to provide realistic military training and
the benefits derived from such training. Many socioeconomic benefits may not be realized under this
alternative either, since the effectiveness of the INS in apprehending illegal drug traffickers would be grestly
reduced. This scenario would require the INS to become reactive to illega entrants rather than its current
proactive strategies. USBP agents would continue to use existing roads until they become impassable.
Synergistic effects of this situation would be an increase in soil erosion, but less effective enforcement
actions.



24 ALTERNATIVE 4. JTF-6 ENGINEERING AND GENERAL SUPPORT ONLY AND
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ISSISPROGRAM

Implementation of Alternative 4 would allow JTF-6 to provide engineering and general support to INS, but
no operationa support. The 1SIS program would aso be implemented under this scenario. Direct impacts
under this aternative are very similar to those that would be incurred upon implementation of the Preferred
Alternative (Alternative 1), although operational support activities can produce environmental effects, as
briefly described in Section 1.4.1 and later in Section 4. The USBFP's effectiveness in detecting and
deterring illegal drug trafficking would be reduced by the elimination of JTF-6 operationa support,
particularly aeria reconnaissance missions. Ground patrol and terrain denial missions are also a proven
deterrence method for site specific areas that are expected to experience temporary increases in illega
entries. Such missions would often obviate the need for more permanent barriers or other infrastructure.

2.5 ALTERNATIVE 5.NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would allow the continuation of the INS activities, as they currently exist (i.e.,
no additional infrastructure, special training, or 1SIS capabilities). Selection of the No Action aternative
would not satisfy the purpose and need for an enhancement of the efficacy of INS enforcement agencies
involved in drug smuggling activities. It also does not satisfy the intent of the U.S. Congress as specified in
the National Defense Authorization Act nor the National Drug Control Strategy, which includes as one of its
five tenets military assistance in the interdiction and control of illegal drugs. Further, the No Action
Alternative does not satisfy the Congressional mandate to gain and maintain control of the border. While
selection of this alternative would eliminate the potential for adverse environmenta impacts, it should be
recognized that INS and JTF-6 actions have resulted in an increase in apprehensions and convictions of drug
traffickers, increased knowledge of cultura resources and populations of threatened and endangered species,
and habitat improvement for endangered species. Conversdly, implementation of the No Action Alternative
would result in the continued and increasing levels of illegal entry of contraband, persons, and vehiclesinto
the U.S. Violent crimes associated with these illega activitieswould also increase.

2.6 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER
CONSIDERATION

26.1 JTF-6 Operational Support Only

This aternative would alow JTF-6 to provide only operationa support (i.e., no engineering or genera
support) to INS and would eliminate additional 1SIS program components. Under this scenario deterrence
would be provided by the presence of USBP agents, existing barriers, fences and roads, and certain JTF-6
operational support missions (e.g., ground patrol or terrain denial missions). Detection would be limited to
the exigting 1SIS facilities, JTF-6 aerial reconnaissance missions and other intelligence actions, and visua
observations made by the USBP agents. The USBP ahility to apprehend illegal drug traffickers, however,
would be significantly reduced since the roads and other infrastructure would eventualy degrade and
become either impassable or unsafe. More frequently, apprehensions would have to be made aong paved
highways and streets creating additional safety issues for the illegal entrants, the USBP agents, and the
genera public. This scenario would aso increase the chances of illegal drug traffickersto successfully enter
the United States. Under this dternative the ability to apprehend the illegal entrants would be so severely
reduced, new deterrence barriers would not be built, existing infrastructure would not be repaired or



upgraded, and very limited military training opportunities would be provide; therefore, this alternative was
eliminated from further consideration.

2.6.2 Technology Only

This aternative would eiminate all JTF-6 support to INS and rely solely on the ISIS program. No
deterrence or detection benefits would be derived from the operational support provided by JTF-6.
Weapons, detection, and intelligence gathering training to USBP agents would be reduced. No additional
infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, fences, training facilities, checkpoints, etc.) would be constructed by
JTF-6 and no repair or upgrade to existing infrastructure would be provided. The ISIS program would
provide detection capabilities, but the USBP' s ability to deter and apprehend illegal drug traffickers would
be significantly reduced. This aternative also would not provide training opportunities for JTF-6 units and
would not satisfy the mandates of the National Drug Control Strategy nor IIRAIRA. Therefore, this
aternative was eliminated from further consideration.

27 SUMMARY

Table 2-2 presents a summary of the impacts, by alternative, expected to occur over the 5-year period.
Although Alternative 3 would have the least direct adverse environmental impacts, it would not satisfy the
mission of INS as mandated by the U.S. Congress. It is, therefore, not the preferred aternative.

2.8 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER FEDERAL PROJECTS

Numerous Federa, state and loca agencies have or would have planning projects that could affect, or be
affected, by the INS and JTF-6 programs. The vast geographic area encompassed by this program
combined with the difficulty in defining specific projects make it virtually impossible to evaluate the
specific relationship of the JTF-6 program with other governmental plans. Coordination would continue to
be made with appropriate agencies when site-specific projects are identified to ensure that other Federal
programs/projects are not adversely affected or that unnecessary cumulative effects are avoided.

2.8.1 International Boundary and Water Commission

The International Boundary and Water Commission, United States and Mexico (IBWC) is a bilatera
organization between the respective State Departments of the U.S. and Mexico. The IBWC was
permanently established by the Convention of 1889 as the International Boundary commission (IBC), and
was given its present name by the Treaty of 1944. The IBWC is composed of a United States Section and a
Mexican Section, headquartered in El Paso, Texas and Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua, respectively. An
Engineer Commissioner appointed by their respective president heads each Section. The function of the
IBWC isto oversee the implementation of the numerous boundary and water treaties and related agreements
between the U.S. and Mexico. Along the land boundary between El Paso, Texas and San Diego, Cdlifornia,
the IBWC is charged with ensuring the permanence of the boundary monumentation which includes
periodically inspecting, repairing/replacing, and resurveying the monuments. International agreements
specify that access to, and line-of-sight between all monuments will not be obstructed. Satisfying this
agreement usualy required that border fences and other constructed works be constructed along an
alignment which is offset a distance form the international boundary, and that additional offset be provided,
and access gates be ingtalled, in the vicinity of the boundary monuments. Limited technical investigative
authority is given to the USIBWC through U.S. Statutes; under this authority the USIBWC asks that U.S.



development near the international land boundary not ater existing surface drainage patterns and
characterigtics.

The river boundary between the U.S. and Mexico follows the centerline of the channels of the Rio Grande
between El Paso, Texas, and the Gulf of Mexico, and along the Colorado River in the vicinity of Yuma,
Arizona. Along these portions of the international boundary, the IBWC is charged through the numerous
treaties and agreements with determining national ownership of waters flowing in the rivers, and preventing
unnatural movement of the river channel (and thus the border) through gradual erosion of the channel banks,
or sudden avulsion of the entire channel. Water ownership is determined using a series of flow gages
strategically located along the river reaches. The IBWC attempts to prevent unnatura erosion or avulsion of
the river channel by jointly reviewing al plans for construction within the floodplains of the rivers, and
prohibiting construction which is technically shown to affect river flows.

The USIBWC also operates and maintains the U.S. portions of a number of internationa flood control
projects along the Rio Grande. These projects contain infrastructure such as levees, diversion dams, control
weirs and drop structures. Land upon which this infrastructure is located, as well as the bed and banks of
the river and (for some projects) the floodplain, are owned or otherwise controlled by the USIBWC. Two
international multipurpose dams are located on the Rio Grande. These dams are the Amistad Dam near Del
Rio, Texas and the Falcon Dam near Zapata, Texas. The U.S. portions of these dams and associated
upstream reservoirs are owned, operated, and maintained by the USIBWC. Findly, the USIBWC is
involved in severa international waste water treatment plants in several border cities. Proposed activitiesin
the U.S. which have the potentia to affect operation and/or maintenance of the flood control projects, the
multipurpose storage dams and associated reservoirs, or the wastewater treatment plants must be approved,
and in some cases, licensed by the USIBWC.

Growing emphasis on protection of the environment and endangered speciesin al government activities has
prompted the USIBWC to reach an agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding
a vegetated wildlife travel corridor along the Rio Grande in the Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas. This
agreement ensures the establishment of a wildlife travel corridor of native vegetation in prescribed areas
along the Rio Grande. Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the USFWS issued a biological
opinion in May 1993 on the impacts of the USIBWC's maintenance of the international Lower Rio Grande
Flood Control Project on federaly listed endangered species. Although the agreement is specificaly for
USIBWC's maintenance area in the generaly vicinity of Brownsville, Texas and Matamoros, Tamaulipas,
the USIBWC is committed to coordinate with the USFWS in al areas aong the Rio Grande and Colorado
River to assure the protection of native habitat that can be used asawildlife corridor. Any activity proposed
that could potentially affect native habitat along the rivers should be coordinated with the USFWS during
initial planning stages to prevent adverse impacts to the corridor and endangered species.

2.8.2 Border XXI

The Border XXI Program is an innovative binational program spearheaded in the U.S. by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The program attempts to bring together the diverse U.S. and
Mexican Federa entities responsible for the shared border environment to work cooperatively toward
sustai nable devel opment while protecting human health and the environment. Integral to this program is the
proper management of natural resourcesin both countries.
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Table 2-2 Summary Matrix of Impacts Associated with Program Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE3 ALTERNATIVE4 ALTERNATIVES
Full JTF-6 Support & ISIS Full JTF-6 Without ~ JTF-6 Operational Support &  JTF-6 Engineering and No Action
Program SIS Program SIS Program Generd Support & ISIS
Program
SOILS Soil disturbancefor engineering  Similar effectsas Additional soil disturbances Similar effectsto soils INS and/or USBP would
projects with concomitant Alternative 1, buton  onlessthan 100 acres; extant  as Alternative 1. eventualy have to
erosion potential without less acreage (about erosion problems would Slightly lesstemporary ~ upgrade or construct
adequate mitigation; upto 6,900 6,200 acres). continue. effectsto soilsby roads, ranges, etc. with
acres disturbed; extant erosion eiminating bivouac similar or worse
problems halted or reduced in sites, etc. associated consequences to sails.
Some aress. with operational
support.
WATER Insignificant effect to surface Same effects as No additional temporary Elimination of Surface waterbodies
SUPPLY AND water quality during construction  Alternative 1 effects to surface water operational support would continue to receive
QUALITY activities; indirect improvements bodies; surface water would activitieswould dightly  eroded sediments without
by reduction of extant erosion continue to receive erosional reduce the amount of €rosion measures
problems; insignificant amounts contaminants without erosion  water consumed. Other  implemented with
of potable water supply control implemented by JTF-6 engineering INS/JTF-6 projects. Less
consumed by construction INS/JTF-6; no significant support actions would demand on local supplies
personnel; no effect on effects on ground water have similar effects as dueto lack of large
groundwater supplies expected. supplies expected. described for operational or
Alternative 1. engineering support
operations.
AIR QUALITY Slight, temporary increasesin Same effects as No effect on air quality. Similar, but dightly less  No direct effect on air
pollutants during construction Alternative 1 effectsas Alternative 1. quality; lack of road

activities and helicopter flights;
actions would not result in
exceedance of state/EPA
standards or otherwise produce a
nonconformance declaration; up
to 500,000 tons PM, per year
over entire project area
produced.

improvements could
increase fugitive dust
levels.
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Table 2-2 Summary Matrix of Impacts Associated with Program Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE3 ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVES
Full JTF-6 Support & ISIS Full JTF-6 Without ~ JTF-6 Operational Support &  JTF-6 Engineering and No Action
Program SIS Program SIS Program Generd Support & ISIS
Program
NOISE Temporary increasesin noise Same effects as Temporary noise increases Similar increasesin Lack of new firing ranges
levels during construction Alternative 1 during installation of ISISand  noiselevelsas would require more
activities, weapons training, and JTF-6 operational/ Alternative 1 except frequent use of extant
aircraft flights, ambient noise construction missions for that weapons training ranges and thus increase
levelswould return immediately other DLEAS, ambient noise ~ programs and aerial noise at these facilities.
upon cessation of such actions. levelswould return reconnaissance Ambient noise levels
immediately upon cessation missions would not would remain the same
of recurring activities. occur otherwise.
VEGETATION About 3,800 acres disturbed to Similar effectsas Additional dteration of Similar effects would V egetation would
COMMUNITIES date dueto construction Alternative 1 except  vegetation communities of occur as Alternative 1. continue to reclaim roads
activities; maximum of 6,900 about 90 acresless lessthan 100 acreswouldbe  Slightly less acreage used by USBP for
acres expected to be altered would be affected. expected.; uncontrolled would be affected by reconnai ssance and/or
during the next five yearsfor a access and use of lands by elimination of enforcement action.

WILDLIFE

total of 10,700 over a 15-year
period; most aterations would
be incurred to Chihuahuan desert
scrub; some roads rel ocated
from riparian areasto desert
scrub; less than 5 acres of
wetlands affected since 1994.

Individual specimens
temporarily affected by JTF-6
support activities; some
individuals may be crushed or
trampled by equipment;
reduction in habitat capable of
supporting up to 210,000 lizards,
6,000 hirds, and 36,000 small
mammals.

Similar effects as
Alternative 1 but of
dightly less
magnitude dueto
less habitat atered.

drug traffickers would
continue to adversely affect
wildlife habitat.

Similar effects as Alternative
1 but significantly reduced in
magnitude; indirect
destruction of vegetation
communities caused by
uncontrolled access or use
would have concomitant
results to wildlife.

operational support
missions, though these
effectsaretypically
temporary.

Similar effects as
Alternative 1. No
effects to wildlife from
operational support
activities such asterrain
denia and agria
reconnaissance
missions

Uncontrolled access and
use of lands by drug
traffickers would
continue to adversely
affect vegetation
communities.

Indirect destruction of
vegetation communities
caused by uncontrolled
access, use or wildfires
would have concomitant
results to wildlife.
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Table 2-2 Summary Matrix of Impacts Associated with Program Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE3 ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVES
Full JTF-6 Support & ISIS Full JTF-6 Without ~ JTF-6 Operational Support &  JTF-6 Engineering and No Action
Program SIS Program SIS Program Generd Support & ISIS
Program

FISHERIES Little or no significant effects Same effects as No direct effectsto fish Same effects as Same as Alternative 3.

on fish population dueto Alternative 1 populations; indirect adverse  Alternative 1

nature of INS and JTF-6 actions effects could occur with

and limited permanent extant erosion and

waterbodies in project areas; sedimentation allowed to

temporary disturbances during continue near waterbodies

boat ramp construction, but and floodplains.

probable long-term benefits due

to structure provided.
THREATENED One plant species affected in Same effects as Negligible potentia effects Slightly less effects as Continued loss caused by
AND last five years and restored to Alternative 1 (edverse or beneficial) on described for illegal activities of
ENDANGERED higher population levels T&E species. 1SISTacilities Alternative 1, duetothe  sensitive habitats which
SPECIES through restoration activities; can belocated to avoid T&E ~ elimination of support T& E species;

enhanced monitoring mitigation species habitat. Operational operational support continued scrub

measures devel oped for future support services would have services. Terraindenial  encroachment, no JTF-6

projects; increased knowledge dight potential to affect TR E  and ground patrol funded or sponsored

of T& E species populations species due to trampling actions, which have expanded knowledge of

through field surveys and during ground patrols or minimal potential to T&E species habitats and

monitoring programs; enhanced terrain denidls. affect T& E species, locations.

habitat for California would not be performed

gnatcatcher; protection of under this alternative.

Cadlifornialeast tern nesting

habitat on California coast.
SOCIO- Significant socioeconomic Similar effectsas Similar socioeconomic Beneficia effects Significant
ECONOMICS benefits from reductionsin Alternative 1, but benefits, though significantly ~ similar to that described  socioeconomic costs

illega drug smuggling and,
secondarily, illegal
immigration. Positive, but
mostly insignificant, local
economic benefits from local
JTF-6 expenditures. No
disproportionate adverse effects
to low income or minority
schools and populations

effectiveness of
USBP would be
reduced with
concomitant
increasesinillega
trafficking.

reduced, as Alternative 1,
from reductionsinillega
drug smuggling and,
secondarily, illegal
immigration; negligible
direct economic benefits from
local construction
expenditures.

for Alternative 1.
Negligible reductionsin
effectsasaresult of
eliminating operationa
support activities.

from continued illegal
drug smuggling and,
secondarily, illegal
immigration.
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Table 2-2 Summary Matrix of Impacts Associated with Program Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE 1
Full JTF-6 Support & ISIS
Program

ALTERNATIVE 2
Full JTF-6 Without
SIS Program

ALTERNATIVE 3
JTF-6 Operational Support &
SIS Program

ALTERNATIVE 4
JTF-6 Engineering and
Generd Support & ISIS

Program

ALTERNATIVES
No Action

CULTURAL
RESOURCES

VISUAL
RESOURCES

Limited site specific impacts
have occurred; increased traffic
and future maintenance could
cause cumulative impacts
without mitigation; INS and
JTF-6 actions have increased
knowledge of cultura resources
in theregion; over 100 new
sitesthat are potentially digible
for NRHP listing recorded in
past 5 years.

Some adverse effects associated
with engineering operations,
particularly straight line border
roads and fences. Impacts can
be ameliorated through
environmental design features.
Limited benefits from erosion
control and building demolition
depending upon severity of
existing conditions. Placement
of 1SIS towers may detract from
some Views.

Similar effectsas
Alternative 1, but
with dightly less
potential to affect
cultural resources
dueto less (90 acres)
potential ground
disturbances.

Same effects as
Alternative 1

Negligible, if any, adverse
impactsto sites; very limited
expansion of regional
knowledge. Uncontrolled
access or use of lands by
illega drug traffickers may
adversdly affect cultural
resources.

No significant adverse impact
to visua resources; placement
of 1SIS towers may detract
from some views.

Similar adverse effects
as Alternative 1.
Beneficia effects of
discovering new
cultural resources sites
by surveying bivouac
sites, LP/OPs, €tc.
would be dightly
reduced.

Similar, but dightly less
effects as Alternative 1.
Large operationa
support actions such as
terrain denial, etc.
would be eliminated;
the magnitude of this
effect would be depend
on size, season, and
location of the mission.

Similar effectsas
Alternative 3, but with no
JTF-6 sponsored or
funded expanded
knowledge of regional
history or pre-history.

Litter/trash along border
would remain visible.
Continued destruction of
natural communities due
toillegal foot and vehicle
traffic.




Despite numerous previous bilateral agreements and efforts, unsustainable practices in the border region
have resulted in degradation of environmental conditions. Industriaization has brought important economic
benefits to the border region, but often resulted in accelerated population growth and consumption that
surpassed the capacity of the natural resources. Basic infrastructure, particularly with regard to water
resources, were aso jeopardized. These conditions present athreat to biodiversity and air and water quality,
and pose health risksto border residents.

Border XXI defines the five-year objectives for the border environment and describes mechanisms for
fulfilling those objectives. The success of Border XXI is contingent upon broad-based, binational
participation by Federal, state and local governments, Native American tribes, international institutions,
academia, non-governmental organizations, the private sector, and border citizens and communities.

The key Federa agenciesinvolved in developing and implementing Border X X1 are:
Environmental Protection: the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and Mexico's

Secretariat for Environment, Natural Resources and Fisheries (SEMARNAP) and Secretariat for
Socia Development (SEDESOL).

Natural Resources. the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI), the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), and SEMARNAP.

Border Water Resources. U.S. and Mexican Sections of the International Boundary and Water
Commission (IBWC), USDI, USEPA, and SEMARNAP.

Environmental Health: the U.S. Department of Heath and Human Services (HHS) and Mexico's
Secretariat of Health (SSA).

2.8.3 U.S Department of theInterior

The U.S. Department of the Interior, through three of its primary agencies, the USFWS, National Park
Service (NPS), and Bureau of Land Management (BLM), has regulatory jurisdiction or management
responsibilities over vast amounts of Federal lands throughout the southwest. The BLM, in particular, has
management responsibilities for millions of acres in New Mexico, Arizona and Cdifornia. As steward of
these lands, the BLM prepares and implements integrated management plans for a variety of natura
resources including grazing lands, mineral deposits, water supplies, recreational opportunities, and unique or
environmentally sengitive areas and/or species populations. These plans and their associated NEPA
documents, if applicable, are reviewed during the planning stages of all INS and JTF-6 actions to ensure that
no conflicts would be incurred. BLM personnel are aso consulted whenever INS and JTF-6 activities are
planned near or within lands managed by BLM.

The USFWS has management responsibility for lands within its refuge and wilderness systems as well as
advisement responsibilities for actions, funded solely or partially by the Federal government, which may
affect listed threatened or endangered species. INS and JTF-6 routinely consult with the USFWS during the
planning stages to determine the potential presence and/or effects of the proposed project on protected and
candidate species. In cases where USFWS lands may be involved, INS and JTF-6 will closely coordinate
with the USFWS to ensure that the project will not conflict with USFWS management plans. The USFWS
currently is planning to expand its properties located within the Lower Rio Grande Valley and within San
Diego County. Future projects would need to be coordinated to ensure that conflicts with these plans do not
arise. Field surveys performed for INS and JTF-6 actions enhance the database for protected species.

The NPS manages severd National Parks along the U.S./Mexico border. Portions of some INS and JTF-6
actions have been located within a few of these parks, which have been at the joint request of the NPS and
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USBP. Consequently, the NPS, INS and JTF-6 coordinate closely in order to ensure that the proposed
operations will complement NPS plans for development or restrictions thereof. The NPS presently has no
known plans to expand its landhol dings a ong the southwestern border.

2.84 Department of Defense

The DoD manages severd ingdlations along the border including, but not limited to, Fort Bliss, White
Sands Missile Range, Barry M. Goldwater Air Force Range, Fort Huachuca, Yuma Marine Corps Air
Station, Laughlin Air Force Base, Yuma Proving Ground, Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, and Camp
Pendleton Marine Corps Base. These installations manage vast amounts of lands within the 50-mile wide
study corridor. Since JTF-6 isaDoD agency, close coordination with these installations and their respective
commands is routinely performed for any projects planned by JTF-6. Potentia conflicts are resolved
immediately and prior to initiation of any activities that may affect lands or operations on these ingallations.

2.8.5 Native American Nations

Several Native American nations are also located along the U.S./Mexico border. Because of their sovereign
nation status, the individual council overseeing each reservation is consulted on each proposed INS and
JTF-6 project that may affect or traverse these lands. Prior approval is required from the respective council
before project personnel are allowed to begin operations. The Native American nations that occur within the
study areaarelisted in Table 2-3.

2.8.6 Department of Agriculture

At the request of INS, JTF-6 has also performed operations within National Forest lands that fall within the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S. Forest Service (USFS). Many of the road repair
projects completed by JTF-6 within National Forests have been accomplished at the joint request of the
USFS and USBP. INS and JTF-6 closely coordinate with the USFS to ensure that there are no conflicts
with USFS short- or long-term plans for timber harvest, endangered species protection, or recreational
opportunities.

2.8.7 Federal and State Regulations and Permitting Programs

Other Federal and state agencies, as applicable, are consulted during the early planning process to ensure
that all conflicts with development, operational, or managerial plans are avoided or are resolved prior to
initiation of the proposed project. The relationship of the proposed program with compliance requirements
of applicable Federal regulationsis presented in Table 2-4. Individua states have permitting authorities for
various actions affecting air, water, and natural resources, or for the production of hazardous wastes. A list
of the permits that could be required by an INS or JTF-6 actionis presented in Table 2-5. INS, JTF-6, or the
requesting DLEA would have to determine the applicability of these permit requirements for each future
project and ensure their compliance.
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Table 2-3 — Native American Nations Within the SPEIS Study Area

Reservation Name County(s) State
Kickapoo Maverick TX
YseltaDel Sur El Paso TX
Mescaero Apache Otero NM
Tohono O’ Odham Pima, Pina, Maricopa  AZ
San Carlos Pind AZ
GilaRiver Pima, Maricopa AZ
Fort McDowell Maricopa AZ
Sdt River Maricopa AZ
AkChin Pind AZ
Cocopah Yuma AZ
Fort Yuma Yuma AZ
Colorado River Yuma AZ
Chemehuevi LaPaz AZ
Fort Mojave LaPaz AZ
Hual apai LaPaz AZ
Kaibab LaPaz AZ
Fort Yuma Imperia CA
Torres-Martinez Imperial, San Diego CA
Puma& Yuima San Diego CA
LaJolla San Diego CA
Los Coyotes San Diego CA
Ingaand Cosmit San Diego CA
Capitan Grande San Diego CA
Cuyapaipe San Diego CA
Manzanita San Diego CA
Campo San Diego CA
LaPogta San Diego CA
Jamul San Diego CA
Sycuan San Diego CA
Vigas San Diego CA
Barona Ranch San Diego CA
Mesa Grande San Diego CA
Santa Y sabel San Diego CA
San Pasgual San Diego CA
Rincon San Diego CA
Paa San Diego CA
Pechanga San Diego CA
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Table 2-4 - Relationship of the Proposed Action to Federal
Environmental Requirements and Protection Statutes

Item Compliance
Federal Statutes

Archeological and Historic Preservation Act Partial Compliance'
American Indian Religious Freedom Act Partial Compliance'
Archeological Resources Protection Act Partial Compliance'
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act Partial Compliance*
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as amended Not Applicable
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act Partial Compliance?
National Historic Preservation Act, as amended Partial Compliance'
National Environmental Policy Act, as amended Partial Compliance®
Rivers and Harbors Act Partial Compliance’
Clean Air Act Full Compliance
Clean Water Act Partial Compliance’
Coastal Zone Management Act Partial Compliance®
Coastal Barrier Improvements Act Partial Compliance’
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act Full Compliance
CERCLA Full Compliance
Endangered Species Act Partial Compliance®
Migratory Bird Treaty Act Partial Compliance®
Eagle Protection Act Partial Compliance®
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended Partid Compliance7
Farmland Protection Policy Act Partial Compliance®
Federa Land Policy and Management Act Not Applicable

The Wilderness Act, 16 U.S.C., 1131-1136

Arizona Desert Wilderness Act

Nationa Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act, 16 U.S.C., 668dd-668ee
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, P.L. 105-57
Executive Orders, Memorandums, etc.

Floodplain Management (EO 11988) Full Compliance’
Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) Full Compliance’
Environmental Effects Abroad of Mgjor Federal Actions (EO 12114) Not Applicable

Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (EO 1593) Full Compliance
Environmental Justice (EO 12898) Full Compliance

L Full compliance would be achieved when appropriate review and coordination is completed and coordinated with the
SHPO, tribal entities, and/or BIA, if required for individua projects.

2 Full compliance would be achieved when an INS/JTF-6 project is performed in marine ecosystems and the project is
coordinated through the USFWS, USACE, and National Marine Fisheries Service.

3 Full compliance would be achieved when the final SPEIS isfiled with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

* Full compliance would be achieved upon issuance of permits and Water Quality Certification from appropriate Corps
Districts and state agencies, if required, for individual projects.

® Full compliance would be achieved when consistency determination is made in coordination with states of Texas and
Cadlifornia, for future site-specific projects.

® Full compliance would be achieved when coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and state natural
resources agencies is completed for each specific project.

" Full compliance would be achieved when and if a project is planned near the reach of the Rio Grande that is protected
by this Act and the project is coordinated through the USDI.

8 Full compliance would be achieved when the Prime Farmland impact assessment is coordinated with the NRCS for
individua projects.

°No activity will be undertaken without the requisite analysis and findings required by EO 11988 and 11990 prior to
imitation of the activity
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Table 2-5. State Permits Potentially Required for Future INS and JTF-6 Projects

Media/resource

State affected Permit Agency
Texas Air, RCRA, solid Consolidated Permit (individual Texas Natural Resources
waste, water permits may also be applied for and Conservation Commission
quality andrights  granted) (TNRCC)
Coastal Areas Coastal Use Permit Texas Coastal Commission
New Mexico  Air Relocation for Portable Small New Mexico Environment
Compressor Engines Department (NMED)
General Permit Package NMED
Water/wetlands 401 Water Quality Certification New Mexico Surface
Water Board (SWB)
Notice of Intent to Discharge SWB and EPA
NPDES Stormwater Permit SWB and EPA
Arizona Air Air Quality Control Permit Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality
(ADEQ)
Water/wetlands 401 Water Quality Certification ADEQ
NPDES Stormwater Permit ADEQ
Groundwater Individua Aquifer Protection Permit ADEQ
Native Plants Arizona Native Plant Salvage Permit Arizona Department of
Agriculture
Cdlifornia Air Statewide Portable Equipment Cdlifornia Air Resources
Board (CARB)
Registration permit to Operate County Air Pollution
Control Districts
Water Congtruction Activities Stormwater Cdlifornia State Water
401 Water Quality Certification Permit  Quality Control Board
(SWRCB)
Coastal Areas Coastal Use Permit Cdlifornia Coasta
Commission
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SECTION 3.0
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT



3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

As mentioned previoudy, a large number of INS and JTF-6 projects are conducted within the four
southwestern states, Texas, New Mexico, Arizona and California, mostly within a 50-mile corridor along
the U.S/Mexico border and Texas Gulf coast. Because of the uncertainty of the locations of potential
projects outside this corridor, the particular project area for this SPEIS (2,800-mile long corridor) extends
from Port Arthur, Texasto San Diego, California.

The basdline, or existing, conditions of the human and natura environment along this corridor have been
thoroughly described in afive-volume set entitled “ Environmental Baseline: Texas Gulf Coast (Volume 1),
Texas Land Border (Volume 2), New Mexico Land Border (Volume 3), Arizona Land Border (Volume 4),
and Cdlifornia Land Border (Volume 5)”, asindicated in Figure 3-1. These documents were updated and, in
March 2000, distributed for review to regional libraries, USBP Sector Headquarters and other agencies
throughout the study area as well as the Fort Worth District Corps of Engineers. The addresses where these
documents are located are presented in Appendix B. These documents are incorporated herein by reference,
as adlowed by 40 CFR 1508.02. The baseline documents can also be viewed or down loaded at the
following Internet website: www.swf.usace.army.mil/ing/peis/default.htm

The data presented in these documents are on a county-level basis and by physiographic province. The
resources that have the greatest potential for being affected by INS and JTF-6 activities are briefly discussed
in the following paragraphs. These discussions are paraphrases of the detailed descriptions provided in the
Environmental Baseline documents. They are presented herein merely to acquaint the reader with the
project region; if additional information is necessary, the reader should refer to the Environmental Basdline
documents. For clarity, each volume of the Environmental Baseline technical support documents is
summarized separately.

31 TEXASGULF COAST (VOLUME 1)
3.1.1. Geological Resources

The project study area along the Texas Gulf Coast occurs entirdy within the Gulf Coasta Plains
Physiographic Province. Landforms in the area are subtle and reflect different rock types with the
sandstones forming gentle hills and the shales forming valleys.

Geology of the study areais characterized by broad sub-paralel bands of Quaternary sedimentary rocks and
unconsolidated deposits. Formations include Montgomery, Bentley, Beaumont, and Deweyville. The
predominant consolidated rock types are mixed shales and sandstones derived from alluvial deposition.

3.12. Soils

Sixteen soil associations occur within the limits of the study area. The soils of the study area are level to
undulating and are characterized as having a clayey to loamy texture. An area of sandy soils occurs from
Baffin Bay to Brownsville and on Padre Island. The majority of the soil associations present have a high
clay content and, consequently, exhibit a dight to moderate level of erodability and a low to high
potential to shrink and swell. Therefore, depending on location, limitations to construction could exist
due to the presence of clays within the soil profile. This information remains unchanged from the
previous document prepared in 1994.
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3.13 Air Quality

The 20 counties of the Gulf Coastal Plains Province aong the Texas Gulf Coast segment of the study area
fal into four Air Quality Control Regions (AQCR) established by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) for air qudity planning purposes. Two of these four areas are in non-attainment of
Nationa Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (mainly ozone): the Metropolitan Houston-Galveston
Intrastate AQCR and the Southern Louisiana-Southeast Texas Interstate AQCR. The counties of the Texas
Gulf Coast segment of the study area can generally be characterized as moderately to heavily populated and
highly industrialized. Man-made sources of air contaminants in this area include industrial emissions,
mobile (vehicular) emissions, and area source emissions (e.g., emissions from numerous residences and
small commercial establishments in an urban setting). Meteorologica conditions increase air quality
problems in some of the more inland portions of the study area by creating numerous periods of atmospheric
stagnation and subsequent increases in the concentrations of air pollutants. The highly urbanized and
industrialized Houston (Harris County) area experiences numerous episodes of air pollution each year, with
most occurring in the warmer months.

Pollutant emissions estimates for stationary industrial sources operating within the 20 counties in the Gulf
Coast study area are substantial. However, the estimates are assumed to represent only a portion of the total
pollutant emissions. Air pollutant emissions from automobiles and urban activities are also substantia in
these counties. Improvementsin air quality of the region include no reportable lead in airborne particulate
emissions estimates.

Annual emissions of toxic air contaminants are also substantial for the Texas Gulf Coast area. This reflects
the effects of heavy industry (largely petrochemical) concentrated in areas around Port Arthur, Houston-
Galveston, and Corpus Chrigti. Mobile (vehicular) sources of certain air toxics are estimated to be in excess
of the respective chemical releases from stationary industrial sources. In summary: 176,218 tons of sulfur
dioxide (SO,), 21,805 tons of total suspended particulates (TSP), 397,034 tons of nitrogen dioxide (NO,),
95,814 tons of carbon monoxide (CO), and 157,564 tons of volatile organic compounds (VOC) are
generated each year within the 20-county study area of the Texas Gulf Coast based on 1997 data. Toxic air
emissionsin the 20-county study areawere in excess of 86 million poundsin 1996 from reporting facilities.

In overdl air qudity, the USEPA Pollutant Standards Index for Harris County indicates that nearly half (48
percent) of the daysin 1997 and 45 percent through four months of 1998 are rated less than "good”. Within
that same time period, the percentage of "unhealthful" air quality dayswas 12 percent in 1997.

3.1.4 Surface Water Resources

Eleven major river basins and eight coastal basins are located in or drain a portion of the Texas Gulf Coast
study area. Twenty-five managed lakes and reservoirs are located in the Texas Gulf Coast region. The Gulf
Coast of Texas encompasses over 624 miles of shoreline on the Gulf of Mexico. Appropriate water uses
(such as aquatic life, contact recreation, oyster waters, etc.) are designated for each of these classified
surface water segments.

In December 1997, the TNRCC announced its plans to implement a statewide initiative to improve water
quality with the cooperation of local, state, and Federa agency partners. This initiative involves the
development and implementation of “total maximum daily loads' (TMDL) in watersheds which are used to
measure the amount of pollution a water body can receive and still meet surface water quality standards for
its designated uses. TMDLSs are developed and implemented for impaired water bodies in which standards
are exceeded for specific pollutants.



Water quality assessments for the Texas Gulf and Rio Grande hydrologic regions indicated that the major
causes of stream/riverine excursions included fecal coliform bacteria, organic enrichment/dissolved oxygen,
nutrients, salinity/total dissolved solids/chloride, and toxics (including pesticides, metals, and priority
organics). Magjor sources of pollutants contributing to non-attainment of uses were municipa and industrial
point sources.

The major uses of water in the study area are municipa (public and domestic), manufacturing (industrial),
steam-electric power, mining (e.g., recovery of crude petroleum), irrigation, and livestock. Surface water
usein Texas is expected to increase from 7.1 million acre-feet in 1994 to 10.3 million acre-feet by the year
2050. Municipal use of this water is projected to increase from approximately two million acre-feet (1994)
to nearly five million acre-feet by 2050. The increase of surface water supply development is necessary to
accommodate decreases in groundwater availability due to over-pumping and decreasing groundwater
quality.

Surface water provides the Houston region with 67 percent of its water demands but is projected to supply
over 80 percent by the year 2050 due to imposed limitations on groundwater use. Large pipelines,
distribution systems, and treatment facilities are planned for transporting imported water supplies to meet
these needs. Another concern in this region is adequate freshwater inflows to ecologicad systems aong the
coastal area.

The Coastal Bend region that includes the Nueces and San Antonio River Basins is projected to increase its
water use nearly 61 percent by 2050. Municipa and industrial usage accounts for most of this increase.
There are insufficient resources within the region to provide water for these projections. A freshwater
pipeline is under construction from Lake Texana to provide additional water to the city of Corpus Christi.
Additional supplies are needed, particularly in the event of extended drought periods.

The Lower Rio Grande region is one of the fastest growing areas in the state and is a so amajor agricultural
area that used nearly 10 percent of the State's water in 1990. A decline in agricultural water use but
increases in municipal uses is forecast for this region. Surface water is distributed through existing open
cana systems throughout the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Concerns regarding contamination of these open
systems and the need for treatment facilities are the focus of regiond planners. Water alocations in the
region are dictated by international agreements and supplies extend from Falcon and Amistad International
Reservoirs.

3.1.5 Groundwater Quality

Within the Texas Gulf Coast segment of the study area, the Gulf Coast aquifer system underlies an area
from the coastline to 100 miles inland and extends from the Rio Grande Valey northeastward into
Louisiana. Groundwater isthe primary source of drinking water in the study area.

Groundwater assessments within the study area for the Gulf Coast Aquifer indicate that the most common
sources for potential contamination include: (1) current groundwater withdrawals, particularly for
municipal and manufacturing purposes, and a corresponding decline in artesian pressure which have caused
land surface subsidence, sdine water encroachment, surface fault activation, and serious water level
declines; (2) high chloride levels east of the San Marcos Arch with increased chloride/sulfate
concentrations west of the Arch that exceed Secondary Drinking Water Standards; (3) higher levels of total
dissolved solids (range 1,000-1,500 milligrams per liter [mg/l]) with levels exceeding 10,000 mg/l in the
southern part of the aguifer; (4) organics (hydrocarbons), metalic substances, inorganic acids,
microorganisms, and radionuclides from confirmed lesking underground storage tanks (LUST); (5)
hazardous wastes from Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and Underground Injection Control (UIC)
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sites; (6) scae or corrosion inhibitors from air conditioning return flow wells in the upper portion of the
aquifer; and (7) natural/man-made low levels of nitrate that continually exceed the Federal drinking water
standards in some aress.

Other potentia sources of pollution are untreated or partially untreated wastewaters and industrial wastes
which may pose a risk to transboundary groundwater. Some regions of the border area, namely where
waters flow into rivers that form the internationa boundary between Mexico and the U.S,, have inadequate
management and treatment facilities for wastewater and industrial/hazardous wastes. Within the study area,
the sister cities of Matamoros/Brownsville are considered as one of the maor contributors of waste
dischargesinto the Rio Grande.

3.1.6 Vegetation Communities

The study area contains several vegetation communities defined on the basis of the interaction of geology,
soils, physiography, and climate. These consst of the following: (1) gulf prairies and marshes, (2)
pineywoods, (3) post oak/savannah, and (4) south Texas plains.

In addition to vegetation communities, numerous types of invertebrates and non-vascular plants form an
extensive biotic community within the various shoreline habitats along the Texas Gulf Coast. The shoreline
consigts of the following types of shore communities: (1) hard shore, (2) soft shore, and (3) subtidal sands
and banks.

3.1.7 Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical/Sensitive Habitats

A total of 24 Federal endangered, threatened, or candidate species occur or potentialy occur within the
study area. Of these, 17 species are listed as endangered, four as threatened, and three as a candidate species.
The state of Texas lists 21 endangered species (six plants, one amphibian, three reptiles, seven birds, and
four mammals) and 45 threatened species (four fish, five amphibians, 12 reptiles, 17 birds, and seven
mammals) within the study area.

One Federally-designated critical habitat (land, water, and air) exists for the whooping crane in the Arkansas
National Wildlife Refuge, and the area encompassing the Lower Rio Grande Valley Nationa Wildlife
Refuge is deemed as sensitive habitat.

3.1.8 Uniqueor Sensitive Area

A wide variety of unique or sensitive areas exists along the Texas Gulf Coast. These include resacas,
springs, coastal barriers and estuaries, wild and scenic rivers, and wetlands.

Resacas are old abandoned river channels which occur throughout the Lower Coast area of the Texas Gulf
Coast. Examples include the Bayside Resaca Area and Playa del Rio. Springs are the conduits through
which surplus groundwater passes. The study area of the Texas Gulf Coast consists of many seeps (87) and
small springs. Coastal barriers are offshore ridges are found all aong the Texas coast. Examples include
Padre Idand, Matagorda Idand, and Galveston Idand. Valuable coastal estuaries such as Laguna Madre are
associated with the barrier idands and mainland coastal region.

In addition, only about five percent of the original Southern Texas Tamaulipan brush habitat remains,
making this avery sensitive and valuable habitat.



A wide variety of wetland types exist within the study area. General wetland categories include bottomland
hardwoods, riparian systems, coastal wetlands, and coastal pothole wetlands. Approximately 13,000 acres
of coastal wetlands exist within the Gulf Coastal Plains Province. Region 2 of the USFWS has compiled a
list of priority and candidate wetland sites within the Texas Gulf Coast. Based on this information, 17
priority wetlands and 29 candidate wetlands exist within the Texas Gulf Coast study area.

3.1.9 HazardousWaste

A tota of 5,151 sites were identified in the Texas Gulf Coastal study area including: 148 CERCLA sites,
150 RCRA violation and corrective action sites, and 4,853 LUST sites.  Another potential source of
pollution occurring in some regions of the border area is the transboundary movement of hazardous
material s'wastes and abandoned, unpermitted, or illegal hazardous waste sites. Within the study area, the
sigter cities of Matamoros, Mexico and Brownsville, Texas are considered to be high priority locations
where the transportation, handling, and disposal of hazardous wastes are a focus of regulatory and public
concern. In addition to 86 million pounds of toxic air emissions, over 120 million pounds of toxic emissions
to water and land were released in 1996 from reporting facilities throughout the study area.

3.1.10 Socioeconomic Resour ces

The counties included in the baseline socioeconomic data for the Texas Gulf Coast study area are Orange,
Jefferson, Chambers, Harris, Galveston, Fort Bend, Brazoria, Wharton, Matagorda, Jackson, Victoria,
Calhoun, Refugio, Aransas, San Patricio, Nueces, Kleberg, Kenedy, Willacy, and Cameron. Cities within
the study area containing more than 50,000 people are Houston, Corpus Chrigti, and Beaumont. Harris
County, which includes the Houston metropolitan area, contains 60 percent of the total 5.28 million people
inthe project area. The overal growth in population during the 1980s was 14 percent and was concentrated
in Harris County. The study area varies substantialy between urban and rura areas, as exhibited by the
population densities ranging from 10 persons per square mile to 1,630 persons per sguare mile.
Approximately 81 percent of the total population is composed of non-Hispanic whites and Hispanics,
followed by 16 percent African-Americans.

There are a total of 1.9 million housing units in the study area, with 62 percent located in Harris County.
The highest home values and rental rates are found in Harris, Aransas, Victoria, Matagorda, and Nueces
counties, while the lowest are near the Mexican border. Vacancy rates are lower in the eastern counties and
highest in the counties closest to the Mexican border.

The Texas Gulf Coast area had total employment of 2,551,655 in 1997 and an unemployment rate of 7.9
percent in 1997 for the 20 counties combined. Its economic base is diverse with the largest sectors
consisting of services, manufacturing, construction, and transportation. Agriculture and fisheries are dso
important although they do not comprise a large portion of total employment. The income distribution is
also dominated by the manufacturing, services, and construction sectors.

3.1.11 Cultural Resources

Within the Texas Gulf Coast Plain, prehistoric occupations occur mainly as open-air Sites situated on either
Holocene alluvial terraces adjacent to streams and rivers or on the broad upland remnants of Pleistocene
aluvial terraces (Black 1989). Site locations in the interior zone appear primarily in a savanna or coasta
plain environment and were occupied for shorter periods of time in comparison to those farther north in
central Texas where permanent sources of water were more abundant (Hester 1981; Black 1989).



Along the coadt, archeological sites are found associated with the complex coastal network of estuaries and
bays. Based on a maritime adaptation, sites and artifacts within this area are markedly different than those
of the interior savanna and coastal plains (Hester 1981, 1989; Black 1989). The coastal sites occur mainly
along the protected estuaries and bays where abundant marine resources were exploited in this low energy
environment. The proximity of the interior savannas to the coastal strip has been suggested as an additional
source of food for the coastal oriented groups especially on a seasonal basis when populations may have
moved between the two areas (Hester 1981). The archeological documentation of this patterning has proved
elusive, however, and the exact relationships between the inland and coastal regions are at this time still
unknown (Collins and Bousman 1990).

A wide range of both prehistoric and historic sites exists in the Texas Gulf Coastal Plain. The number of
listed sites on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and State Archeological Landmarks varies
widely from county to county due to the number of projects completed in the counties rather than the actual
number of significant sites and landmarks that may exist there. Historic buildings comprise the mgjority of
the NRHP sites in the Texas Gulf Coastal Plain. Historic site types include forts, shipwrecks, plantations,
lighthouses, depots, battlefields, battlefield cemeteries, towns, ranches, homesteads, churches, and trading

posts.

The types of prehistoric sites differ significantly between the interior and coastdl areas. The primary site
type found in the interior portions of the study area is the thin deposit, open-air site. The lack of soil
development, coupled with erosion and land clearing, has resulted in a great number of these sites being left
exposed and unprotected on present-day surfaces. Due to the lack of soil development, often compounded
by deflation and a shorter occupation span, there are very few stratified sites within the Texas Gulf Coastal
Pain area. Indeed, it is not unusua to find a site with mixed surface deposits dating from the late Paleo-
Indian period through the Late Archaic and Late Prehistoric periods.

Although sites within the mgjor river valleys can occur in various locations and may vary more in character
than those situated farther inland, these sites tend to be concentrated within the riparian zones. In these
areas, there is some evidence for specialization between larger campsites closest to the drainages and
foraging sites farther away from the perennia streams (Hester 1981; Bousman et a. 1990). Quarry
workshops along gravel outcrops also have been documented in association with this kind of settlement
pattern (Hester 1981).

Within the wetland regions of the coast itself, shell middens and dune occupations are the dominant site
types. Shell middens occur mainly on the margins of the protected estuary bays within the range of brackish
to saltwater, suggesting that the placement of these sites was determined by the presence of desired saltwater
species. Clay dunes represent another sSite type characterized by small rises along the bays and associated
drainages (Hester 1980). The clay dunes are composed of accumulations of fine, windblown sediments,
which on the downwind side, have been scoured out. The scoured depressions are usually filled with water
derived from seasonal rains, while the adjacent dunes provide an elevated area ideal for camping. The
location of the clay dunes near freshwater creeks that flow into estuary systems aso provides an optimal
areafor hunting, fishing, and fowling.

3.2 TEXASLAND BORDER (VOLUME 2)
3.21 Geological Resources

The Texas Land Border project study area lies within three physiographic provinces. the Southern Gulf
Coastal Plains (a nearly level to rolling, dightly to moderately dissected plain); the Edwards and Stockton
Plateau of the Great Plains (a deeply dissected, rapidly drained stony plain having broad to undulating



divides with woodlands and grassy prairi€); and the Basin and Range (broad interior drainage basins
interspersed with scattered fault-block mountain ranges). This information remains the same as the 1994

study.

Surface geology consists of broad sub-paralel bands of Cenozoic and Quaternary sedimentary rocks in the
Southern Gulf Coastal Plains Province; aternating layers of limestone, shale, and marl in the Great Plains
Province; and Quaternary unconsolidated material in the Basin and Range Province.

Mineral resources within the study area are generally limited to energy resource development activities. Oil
and/or gas, coa, mercury, and smaller amounts of gold, silver, lead, zinc, copper, and uranium have been
identified. Impacts to soil and groundwater from abandoned production operations and waste from both
exploration and devel opment are evident within the study area.

322 Soils

Twenty-one soil associations occur within the limits of the study area. The soils of the study area range
from nearly level to hilly and are varied in texture, with sands, loams, and clays present. The mgjority of the
soil associations present have a dight-to moderate level of erodability. Limitations to construction vary
depending upon locational factors and types of construction activity.

3.2.3 Air Quality

The 17 counties of the Texas Southern Gulf Coastal Plains Province of the study area fall into four Air
Quiality Control Regions (AQCR) established by the USEPA for air quality planning purposes. None of the
areasin the Texas Southern Gulf Coastal Plains Province were found to be reported asin non-attainment of
NAAQS. Pollutant emissions estimates for industrial sources operating within these 17 counties are
relatively low. Only four of the 17 counties included in the Texas Southern Gulf Coast study area had
reported emissions of toxic air pollutants for 1996. These data represent only those emissions from certain
kinds of industrial sources required under Section 313 of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act (SARA) of 1986 and do not include toxic substances emitted from mobile sources or area sources (e.g.
open burning). In summary, 3,063 tons of sulfur dioxide (SO;), 1,402 tons of total suspended particul ates
(TSP), 6,689 tons of nitrogen dioxide (NO,), 5,380 tons of carbon monoxide (CO), and 787 tons of volatile
organic compounds (VOC) are generated each year within the 17-county study area of the Texas Southern
Gulf Coast based on 1997 data. Toxic air emissions in the 17-county study area were in excess of 1.3
million pounds in 1996 from reporting facilities.

The USEPA Pollutant Standards Index for Texas Southern Gulf Coast counties indicates that over 90
percent of the days throughout the year are rated as having "good" air quality.

The nine counties of the Great Plains Province study areafal into three AQCRs established by the USEPA
for air quality planning purposes. None of the areas in the Texas Great Plains Province were found to be
reported as in non-attainment of NAAQS. Pollutant emissions estimates for industrial sources operating
within the nine counties are relatively low. In summary, 13,219 tons of SO,, 548 tons of TSP, 8,284 tons of
NO,, and 1,769 tons of VOC are generated each year within the 9-county study area of the Texas Great
Plains study area based on 1997 data. Va Verde County in the nine county area reported approximately
125,000 pounds of toxic air emissions for 1996. Transport of pollutants, especially fine particulates, into the
study area contributes periodically to air quality degradation. An air parcel trgectory analyses and filter
analyses from samplers in NPS areas reported that during some periods of poor visibility in areas such as
Big Bend Nationa Park, sources as far away as Monterrey, Mexico and the Texas Gulf Coast may



significantly contribute to the degradation in visibility. None of the areasin the Texas Great Plains Province
were found to have been evaluated by the Pollutant Standards Index method.

The six counties of the Texas Basin and Range Province study area fall within the USEPA's El Paso-Las
Cruces-Alamagordo Interstate Air Quality Control Region. The El Paso county areain the Texas Basin and
Range Province was found to be in non-attainment for ozone (O3), and portions of the City of El Paso
exceed the standards for respirable particulate matter (PMyo) and carbon monoxide (CO), as established
under the NAAQS. Pollutant emissions estimates for industrial sources operating within these six counties
are relatively low. In summary: 7,011 tons of SO,, 697 tons of TSP, 7,174 tons of NO,, 2,069 tons CO,
1,651 tons of VOC, and 6.6 tons of lead are generated each year within the nine-county study area of the
Texas Great Plains study area based on 1997 data.

The airshed along the Texas Land Border encompasses a largely rural and undeveloped area. The air
quality is generally good, except for occasiona dust storms. However, there are some substantial air
pollution problems associated with urbanization and industriaization in the larger border "sister cities' of
Juarez-El Paso. Many studies have shown that the majority of high pollution periods occur in winter
months during air stagnation conditions when air flows down and into their common valley from both sides
of the border and becomes trapped throughout the evening hours.

Facilities in El Paso County reported total air toxic (combined fugitive air and stack air emissions) releases
of 491,197 pounds. A magjor air quality concern is the emission of VOCs from plants manufacturing
electronic and electric equipment, transportation equipment, and furniture. VOCs are mgjor precursors of
ozone formation and may be toxic substances. Other major sources of air pollutants in the Juarez - El Paso
area are mobile sources including vehicle emissions. Area sources also contribute significantly to air quality
problems in the Juarez - El Paso region by emitting large quantities of particulate matter and carbon
monoxide. Many residences in the Mexican border region burn non-conventiona fuels such as wood
scraps, cardboard, and tires to provide warmth in winter. Under certain meteorological circumstances, these
emissions can produce dangerously high levels of pollutants.

The USEPA Pollutant Standards Index for Texas Basin and Range counties indicates that El Paso air quality
was less than "good" during about 40% of the days reported in 1997 and 1998. Other regions of the Texas
Basin and Range study area were found to have "good" air quality 97% of the time during years 1997 and
1998.

The TNRCC has implemented a number of VOC controls in El Paso. The New Source Review Permits
Division of the TNRCC develops enforcement programs for major stationary sources, while the Inspection
and Maintenance Program of the TNRCC targets mobile sources. In addition, Mexico is imposing
emissions controls in Juarez. Only oxygenated fuel can be sold in El Paso County from October through
March when CO levels are highest.

3.24 Surface Water Quality

The Texas Southern Gulf Coastal Region contains the Nueces River and its tributaries. The Rio Grande
basin contains the Rio Grande basin including the International Falcon Reservoir and the Arroyo Colorado,
amajor drainage in the Lower Rio Grande Valley, which is used mainly as adiversion canal for irrigation of
agricultural crops. In addition, there is one major estuary (Laguna Madre) located in the study area along
the Texas coast. Nearly 300 Surface Water Quality Monitoring Stations are located on segments of surface
watersin the South Gulf Coastal Plains Province.

Water quality assessments for the Texas Gulf Coast and Rio Grande hydrologic regions indicated that the
major causes of stream/riverine non-attainment included fecal coliform bacteria, organic
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enrichment/dissolved oxygen, nutrients, sdinity/total dissolved solids/chloride, and toxics (including
pesticides, metals, and priority organics). In the Texas bays and estuaries, the maor causes of use
impairments were identified as fecal coliform bacteria and toxics (including metals and priority organics).
Major sources of pollutants contributing to non-attainment were municipal and industrial point sources.
Other sources of potentia pollution are untreated or partialy treated wastewater discharges. Some regions
of the border area, namely where waters which cross the border or flow into rivers that form the
international boundary between Mexico and the U.S., unsanitary conditions exist due to inadequate
treatment or collection facilities. Within the study area, the sister cities of Matamorog/Brownsville,
Reynosa/McAllen, Nuevo Laredo/Laredo, and Piedras Negras’/Eagle Pass are considered as major
contributors of waste discharges into the Rio Grande. 1n addition to Matamoros and Tamaulipas, another 20
municipalities in Mexico are also considered as mgjor contributors of waste discharges into the Gulf of
Mexico.

The Upper Nueces River showed no significant water quality problems. The Brownsville Ship Channel in
the coastal water basin exhibited good water quality. The major uses of water are municipa (public and
domestic), manufacturing (industrial), steam-electric power, mining (e.g., recovery of crude petroleum),
irrigation, and livestock.

Surface water in the Great Plains of Texas is predominantly located in the Rio Grande basin which includes
the International Amistad Reservoir, and portions of the Devils and Pecos Rivers. The International
Amistad Reservoir with a surface area of 64,900 acres provides water conservation storage (3,383,900 acre-
feet) and flood control in Va Verde County. Within the surface water basin of the nine-county Texas Great
Pains study area, the Devils River showed no significant water quality problems. The International
Amistad Reservair is characterized as having excellent water quality.

Surface water in the Texas Basin and Range Provinceis located in the Rio Grande basin, which includes the
Upper Rio Grande basin. San Estaban Lake is the area's largest lacustrine body of water with a surface area
of 762 acres providing water conservation storage (18,700 acre-feet) and flood control in Presidio County.
In El Paso County, the Rio Grande's water is diverted into a series of canals (i.e., American, Hudspeth,
Riverside, Franklin) for domestic and irrigation use.

Water quality assessments for the Rio Grande hydrologic region indicated the major causes of
stream/riverine non-attainment included fecal coliform bacteria, organic enrichment/dissolved oxygen,
nutrients, sdinity/total dissolved solids/chloride, and toxics (including pesticides, metals, and priority
organics). The relative contribution from sources to the non-attainment are municipa and industria point
sources, hon-point sources, natural, and unknown. In some regions of the border area, namely where waters
which cross the border or flow into rivers that form the international boundary between Mexico and the
U.S., have unsanitary conditions due to inadequate treatment or collection facilities. Within the study area,
the sister cities of Ciudad Juarez/El Paso and Ojinaga/Presidio are considered as major contributors of waste
dischargesinto the Rio Grande.

3.25 Groundwater Quality

The two main aquifers in the 17-county Texas Southern Coastal Plains study area are the Gulf Coast and
Carrizo-Wilcox systems. The Gulf Coast aquifer system underlies an area from the coastline inland 100
miles and extends from the Rio Grande Valley northeast into Louisiana. The Carrizo-Wilcox is one of the
most extensive aquifers in Texas and supplies water for al categories of wells from Mexico northeastward
into Arkansas and Louisiana.

Groundwater assessments within the study area for the Gulf Coast and the Carrizo-Wilcox aguifers indicate
severa sources for potential contamination. The most common sources for the Gulf Coast aquifer includes:
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(1) current groundwater withdrawals, particularly for municipa and manufacturing purposes, and a
corresponding decline in artesian pressure have caused land surface subsidence, saline water encroachment,
surface fault activation, and serious water level declines; (2) increased chloride/sulfate concentrations that
exceed Secondary Drinking Water Standards; (3) higher levels of total dissolved solids with levels
exceeding 10,000 (mg/l); (4) organics (hydrocarbons), metallic substances, inorganic acids, microorganisms,
and radionuclides from confirmed LUST; (5) hazardous wastes from Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) and Underground Injection Control (UIC) sites; and (6) natural/man-made low levels of nitrate
(0-20 percent), except in the counties of Hidalgo, Starr, Brooks, Jim Hogg, and Duval (21-100 percent), and
fluoride (0-3 percent), except in Hidalgo and Starr counties (4-10 percent) and Willacy County (11-20
percent), that continually exceed the Federa drinking water standards.  Groundwater assessments for
Carrizo-Wilcox aquifers indicated: (1) small areas of increased chloride/sulfate concentrations exceeding
Secondary Drinking Water Standards; (2) higher levels of total dissolved solids with levels exceeding 3,000
mg/l (e.g., Webb County); (3) high iron content ranging from 0.31 - 5.0 mg/l; and (4) natural/man-made low
levels of nitrate (0-20 percent), except in Maverick, Kinney, and Uvalde counties (21-40 percent), and
fluoride (0-3 percent), except in Uvade County (4-10 percent), that continually exceed the Federal drinking
water standards.

The two main aquifers in the Texas Great Plains study area are the Edwards (Balcones Fault Zone) and
Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) systems. The Edwards aguifer system is a very productive aquifer consisting of
limestone, dolomite, and marl and is extensively faulted, fractured, and cavernous. Some of the largest
springs (e.g., San Felipe) in the state result from the discharge of water from the aquifer. The Edwards-
Trinity aquifer consists of sandstone, sand, and clay in the lower part and limestone, dolomite, and marl in
the upper part. Springflow from the aquifer sustains much of the base flow of many streams that cross the
outcrop. This flow recharges the Edwards aquifer in reaches downstream. Groundwater is the primary
source of drinking water in the study area. Groundwater assessments within the study area of the Edwards
and Edwards-Trinity aguifers indicate that the common sources for potential contamination include the
following: Edwards - (1) increased chloride/sulfate concentrations that exceed Secondary Drinking Water
Standards; (2) higher levels of total dissolved solids with levels exceeding 10,000 mg/l; and (3) natural/man-
made low levels of nitrate (0-20 percent), except in the counties of Kinney and Uvalde (21-40 percent), and
fluoride (0-3 percent), except in Uvalde County (4-10 percent) that continually exceed the Federal drinking
water standards; and Edwards-Trinity - (1) increased chloride/sulfate concentrations that exceed Secondary
Drinking Water Standards; (2) higher levels of total dissolved solids with levels exceeding 3,000 mg/l (e.g.,
Kinney County); and (3) natural/man-made low levels of nitrate (0-20 percent), except in the counties of
Kinney, Uvade, Val Verde, Terrel, Pecos, and Brewster (21-40 percent), and fluoride (0-3 percent) that
continually exceed the Federal drinking water standards.

The main aquifer in the Texas Basin and Range study area is the Alluvium and Bolson Deposits which is
located in many isolated areas. It is an important source for irrigation and public water supply. This
unconfined system consists of sand, gravel, silt, and clay and ranges in depth from 100-1,000 feet but may
extend to depths of more than 3,000 feet. Groundwater is the primary source of drinking water in the study
area. Groundwater assessments within the study area of the Alluvium and Bolson deposits aquifer indicate
that the most common sources for potential contamination include the following: (1) increased
chloride/sulfate concentrations along the Rio Grande that exceed Secondary Drinking Water Standards; (2)
higher levels of total dissolved solids with levels exceeding 3,000 - 10,000 mg/l; (3) natural/man-made low
levels of nitrate (0-20 percent), except in the counties of Brewster (21-40 percent), Presidio and Hudspeth
(41-60 percent); and fluoride (0-3 percent) that continually exceed the Federal drinking water standards.

3.2.6 Vegetation Communities

Four ecological areas defined on the basis of the interaction of geology, soils, physiography, and climate are
found within the study area. These include: (1) gulf prairies and marshes, which is dominated by
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herbaceous species; (2) south Texas plains, which is dominated by mesquite associations; (3) Edward
Plateau, which contains creosotebush, live oak, mesquite, and juniper in various associations; and (4) Trans-
Pecos mountains and basins, which is predominately a mixture of creosotebush-lechuguilla shrub and
tobosa-black grama grassland.

3.2.7 Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical/Sensitive Habitats

A total of 96 Federal endangered, threatened, or candidate species occur or potentialy occur within the
study area. Of these, 66 species are listed as endangered, two as proposed endangered, 14 as threatened, one
as proposed threatened, and 13 as candidate species. The State of Texas lists 52 endangered species (18
plants, four fish, 15 birds, three reptiles, and 12 mammals) and 111 threatened species (eight plants, 32 fish,
six amphibians, 26 reptiles, 28 birds, and 11 mammals) within the study area (TPWD 1998).

Federally designated critical habitat exists within the study area for whooping crane (Brewster County);
Leon Springs pupfish (Pecos County); and gypsum wild buckwheat (Culberson County). In addition, the
Lower Rio Grande Valey National Wildlife Refuge (The Wildlife Corridor) and 26 bird rookeries along the
lower coast have been deemed as sensitive habitats (USFWS, 1999).

3.2.8 Uniqueor Sensitive Areas

A wide variety of unique or sensitive areas exists within the study area. These include arroyos, bolsons,
huecos, resacas, springs, wetlands, and coastal barriers (i.e., bars, beaches, idands, spits, and peninsulas).

One wild and scenic river, as designated by the USDI, occurs within the study area (USDI 1998). The Rio
Grande from Big Bend National Park downstream to the Terrell-Va Verde County line (a total of 191.2
miles) is designated as a wild and scenic river. The wild and scenic portion of the Rio Grande is aso
considered as being endangered due to massive timber harvesting. The Rio Grande, outside of the wild and
scenic portion, is aso considered an endangered river (USEPA 1999).

Wetland types within the study area include riverine systems, coastal wetlands (consisting of salt/freshwater
marshes, deltas, coastal bays, and estuaries); coastal pothole wetlands, and freshwater springs. According to
Region 2 of the USFWS, two priority wetlands (Playa Del Rio, in Cameron County and Capote Falls and
Creek in Presidio County) and 11 candidate wetlands that qualify for acquisition under the Emergency
Wetland Resources Act of 1986 are |ocated within the study area.

The reach of the Rio Grande between Presidio and Fort Quitman, Texas is known as the IBWC Boundary
Preservation Project. Recommendations to preserve the character of this reach were adopted by the United
States and Mexico in December of 1976 under IBWC Minute No. 262. Recommendations include a general
prohibition against construction within 100 feet of the international boundary, and a provision for a 25-foot
vegetated strip aong each river bank within this reach.

3.29 HazardousWaste

A total of 1,413 sites were identified in the Southern Gulf Coastal Plains study area: 23 CERCLIS sites, 10
RCRIS violation and corrective action sites, and 1,380 LUST sites. A higher number of the reported sites
were found in the counties with historically heavy industrial activity and large urban populations.

Potential sources of pollution from hazardous wastes occurring in some regions of the border area include
the transboundary movement of hazardous material s'wastes and abandoned or illegal hazardous waste sites.
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Within the study area, the sister cities of Matamoros/Brownsville are considered as a high priority city-pair
where the transportation, handling, and disposal of hazardous wastes are a cause of public concern.

Reported releases of toxic emissions from permitted facilities in the Southern Gulf Coastal Plains province
totaled approximately 1.2 million pounds.

Counties in the Texas Great Plains province study area are predominately rural with historically low
industrial activity and small populations. Within the study area, there are a low number of reported sites.
Ded Rio in Va Verde County congtitutes the largest concentration of documented hazardous waste
generators and management sites. One RCRIS site and 63 leaking petroleum storage tank sites were found
inthe Del Rio area.

A total of 496 sites were identified in the Texas Basin and Range province: six CERCLIS sites, six RCRIS
violation and corrective action sites, and 496 LUST sites. Toxic Release Inventory data lists El Paso as an
area that generated over 500,000 pounds of toxic substances into air, land, and water in 1996. The other
counties of the Texas Basin and Range study area have no reported releases of toxic substances.

3.2.10 Socioeconomic Resources

Because of the expansive area encompassed by the Texas Land Border project area and the diversity of the
socioeconomic resources within this area, this discussion is further subdivided into three project subareas
based upon the physiographic provinces used in the Environmental Baseline technical support documents
(INS/JTF-6 1999).

3.210.1 Southern Gulf Coastal Plains Province

The counties included in the baseline socioeconomic data are Cameron, Willacy, Kenedy, Hidalgo, Brooks,
Starr, Jim Hogg, Webb, La Sdle, Zapata, Dimmit, Maverick, Zavala, Uvade, Kinney, and Va Verde
(Duva County has no significant socioeconomic resources within the border corridor). Thetotal population
for 1997 was 1,263,708, with the magjority located in Cameron, Hidalgo, and Webb counties. The
population growth rate since 1990 was 28 percent, with most activity in Cameron, Hidalgo, Webb, and
Maverick counties. The largest ethnic group is Hispanic (87 percent) followed by 12 percent non-Hispanic
whites. The largest cities in the study area include Laredo, Brownsville, and McAllen; however, only
Laredo has a population larger than 100,000.

There were a total of 329,099 housing units in the study area in 1990. Hidalgo and Cameron counties
contained the mgjority of units as well as the highest vacancy rates. In general, the study area has low
median housing values and rental rates when compared to the national averages. However, Webb and
Cameron counties have substantially higher values than the other counties.

The unemployment rate in the study area was 15.5 percent, significantly above the national rate. Between
counties, unemployment ranged from zero to over 20 percent; the two most populous counties had
unemployment rates above 10 percent.

Employment and income distribution are dominated by the governmental and manufacturing sectors.
Manufacturing is strongly affected by international trade with Mexico.
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3.2.10.2 Great Plains Province

The Great Plains baseline socioeconomic data are for Uvalde, Kinney, Va Verde, Edwards, Terrell, and
Brewster counties. Sutton, Crockett, and Pecos counties are not included because they do not contain
significant socioeconomic resources within the border corridor. Tota population of these counties in 1997
totaled 86,181, with Val Verde and Uvalde counties being the most populated. In genera, the study areaiis
sparsely populated, with densities ranging from less than one person per square mile to 15 persons per
square mile. One magjor town, Del Rio, with a population of 34,495, is situated within the Texas Land
Border study area. Approximately 63 percent of the population is Higpanic and 35 percent non-Hispanic
white.

There are atotal of 32,264 housing units in the area and most are located in Va Verde and Uvalde counties.
The overdl vacancy rateis high (22 percent) and ranges from 15 percent in Va Verde County to 49 percent
in Edwards County. As compared to the national figures, the median housing values and rental rates in the
study areaare low.

Unemployment in the Great Plains counties was 7.58 percent in 1997, which is higher than the national
average. The rurad counties exhibited low rates while the more populated counties displayed higher
unemployment rates. Industries dominating the area's employment and income distribution include the
governmental, trade, and transportation sectors. All of these sectors are significantly affected by
international trade with Mexico. In addition, the agricultural sector has an important economic role and is
also important to trade with Mexico.

3.210.3 Basin and Range Province

The counties included in the socioeconomic anaysis for the Basin and Range area are Brewster, Presidio,
Jeff Davis, Culberson, Hudspeth, and El Paso. Population in 1997 was estimated to be 725,520, with 97
percent of the population living in El Paso County. The City of El Paso is the dominant socioeconomic
feature with the remaining counties being rural in nature and sparsely populated. The population growth rate
since 1980 has been 23 percent. The dominating ethnic group is Hispanic (69 percent) with non-Hispanic
whites making up an additiona 26 percent. Consistent with population, El Paso County contains nearly all
(94 percent) of the housing units.

Employment in the study area is dominated by El Paso. The overall unemployment rate was 10.12 percent
in September 1997, higher than the national average. Economic structure considers only El Paso County, as
the remaining counties are predominantly rural and agricultural. Thelargest economic sectorsin El Paso are
government and manufacturing, both contributing heavily to employment and income. In addition, trade is
important to the economy since El Paso isamain gateway for trade with Mexico.

3.2.11 Cultural Resources

This discussion is further subdivided into two subsections: the South Texas Plains Region and the Trans
Pecos Region.

32111  South Texas Plains Region

There is a wide range of both prehistoric and historic site types in the South Texas Plains region. The
number of listed NRHP sites and State Archeological Landmarks varies widely from county to county. This
is not necessarily due to the actual number of significant sites and landmarks that exist there, but rather due
to the number of projects completed in each county. Historic Site types in the region include the
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archeologica remains and architectural components from shipwrecks, industrial buildings, opera houses,
schools, forts, courthouses and other civic buildings, hotels, bridges, post offices, stores, ranches, and
houses.

The types of prehistoric sites found in the South Texas Plains region and the artifacts within them can differ
significantly depending upon whether the sites are located in the Rio Grande Plain or Rio Grande Deltaarea.
The primary site type found in the Rio Grande Plain (associated with the interior savanna) is the thin
deposit, open-air site. The lack of soil development, coupled with erosion and land clearing, has resulted in
agreat number of these sites being left exposed and unprotected on present-day surfaces. Due to the lack of
soil development, often compounded by deflation, and a shorter occupation span, there are very few
dtratified sites within the Rio Grande Plain. It is not unusual to find a site with mixed surface deposits dating
from late Paleo-Indian times through the Late Archaic and Late Prehistoric periods.

Sitesin the Rio Grande Delta can occur in various locations and vary more in character than those within the
Rio Grande Plain. On the margins of the Delta, sites tend to be concentrated along the various riparian
zones. |In these areas, there is some evidence for specialization between larger campsites closest to the
drainages and foraging sites farther out from the perennial drainages (Bousman et al. 1990; Hester 1981).
Quarry workshops, located along gravel outcrops, are another kind of special activity site situated along the
margins of the Delta (Hester 1981).

Within the wetland region of the coast itself, shell middens and dune occupations are the dominant site
types. Shell middens occur mainly on the margins of the protected estuary bays within the range of brackish
to saltwater, indicating that the placement of these sites was determined by the presence of desired saltwater
species. Clay dunes represent another site type characterized by small rises along the bays and associated
drainages (Hester 1980). The clay dunes are composed of accumulations of fine, windblown sediments,
which on the downwind side, have been scoured out. The scoured depressions are usually filled with water
derived from seasonal rains, while the adjacent dunes provide an elevated area ided for camping. The
location of the clay dunes near freshwater creeks that flow into estuary systems also provides an optimal
areafor hunting, fishing, and fowling.

3.211.2  Trans-Pecos Region

A broad range of prehistoric and historic site types are found in the Trans-Pecos region. Due to the
difference in the number of projects completed in each county, the number of listed National Register Sites
and State Archeological Landmarks varies widely from county to county. Historic site types include
courthouses, jails, houses, farms, ranches, mines, churches and synagogues, schools, mills, forts, military
water systems, hotels, stage coach stations, emigrant trails, battle sites, missions, train stations, clinics,
clubs, theaters, stores, banks, and other commercia buildings.

By far the most common types of prehistoric sites found within the Trans-Pecos region are base camps and
campsites. Both types consist of open-air sites principally defined by a scatter of lithics and/or ceramics.
Deposits associated with these kinds of sites in the region tend to be surficial, and if containing more than
one component, usually are mixed due to soil deflation. 1n some circumstances, midden deposits may exist
on some sites.  Within the Puebloan subregion, many of the base camps contain above-ground structures.
Base camps outside the Puebloan subregion contain features such as rock hearths, scatters of burned rock,
and at times, ring middens (Hedrick 1989). Open campsites in the Trans-Pecos region also are defined
principally by a scatter of lithics and/or ceramics, but as opposed to base camps, were occupied only
periodically. Examples of campsites would be tool manufacturing and food processing sites.

Rockshelters also can be found in the Trans-Pecos region, especialy along the steeper gradients of river
valleys, smaller creeks, and springs. Deposits associated with rockshelters tend to be smaller in area but are
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often more substantial than deposits at open-air sites. Perishable items such as basketry, cordage, textiles,
and wood are often found in these kinds of sites. Petroglyphs are frequently found within or near
rockshelters, or can occur as separate entities. In the interior subregion of the Trans-Pecos, quarry sites are
common as well, and can occur along any good outcrop of lithic material. Quarry sites are characterized by
lithic debris composed of large cores and bifaces and quantities of primary flakes.

Ring middens and rock circles also occur in the interior and plains subregions. Ring middens are defined by
aring of hearthstones 24 to 31 feet in diameter with a deposit of ash in the center (Hedrick 1989). In the
interior subregion these kinds of sites may have functioned as roasting ovens for desert succulents such as
agave and yucca. Rock circles are represented by smaller rings of unburned stones (one to three metersin
diameter) with no interior feature. These particular sites tend to be located in elevated areas and may have
served as observation points, perhaps associated with the historic Apache (Hedrick 1989).

3.3 NEW MEXICO LAND BORDER (VOLUME 3)
3.31 Geological Resources

The project area along the New Mexico border occurs entirely within the Basin and Range Physiographic
Province. This province includes a large portion of the western U.S. and is characterized by block-faulted
ranges separated by broad intermontane basins.

Rocks and sediments exposed at the surface in the eastern part of southern New Mexico are predominantly
Quaternary alluvium and sand dunes, and lower Permian carbonates and mixed clastic sediments. The
surface geology of the central and western parts of southern New Mexico is characterized by an alternation
between Quaternary surficial deposits and a varied age range of igneous intrusives, volcanoes, and mixed
fragments of older rocks and carbonate sedimentary rocks.

Southern New Mexico contains an abundance of valuable mineral resourcesincluding: copper, silver, gold,
lead, and iron. Mining activities, especialy those that are now inactive and that predate the current
regulatory climate, are of particular concern. Abandoned mine sites, which are scattered throughout the
study area, have the potential to impact surface and groundwater features.

332 Soils

Twenty-two soil associations occur within the limits of the study area. The soils of the study area are varied
in texture and range from fine sands to clay loams. Of the 22 soil associations present, 10 have a low to
moderate level of erodability and 12 have a low to severe level of erodability. Limitations to construction
varies geographically depending upon the soil association(s) encountered. The soil characteristics remain
the same from the 1994 document (U.S. Army 1994).

3.3.3 Air Quality

The State of New Mexico has adopted the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (40 CFR Part
50) as the state's air quality criteria. New Mexico aso has additional standards for sulfur dioxide (SO,),
hydrogen sulfide, carbon monoxide (CO), and nitrogen dioxide (NO,). New Mexico has also adopted
standards for total suspended particulates (TSP) as one combined category.

The five counties in the New Mexico study area fdl into two Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRS)
established by USEPA for air quality planning purposes. Three regions in the New Mexico study area are
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Federally designated as in non-attainment of criteria pollutant standards. These are: the town of Anthony in
Dofia Ana County classified as non-attainment (moderate) for PM 4o with wind-borne soil identified as the
major contributing factor; an area around a copper smelter in Grant County, listed as non-attainment for
S0O,; and Sunland Park in Dofia Ana County for ozone (margina). A summary of 1997 emissions of criteria
pollutants in the New Mexico Land Border study areais as follows: 46,905 tons SO,, 1,420 tons of TSP,
6,901 tons of NO,; 3,611 tons CO; and 264 tons VOC.

Industrial sources operating within the New Mexico Basin and Range study areathat had reported emissions
of toxic air pollutants for 1996 totaled nearly 800,000 pounds. They do not include toxic substances emitted
from mobile sources or area sources (e.g. open burning).

Transport of pollutants, especidly fine particulates, into the study area aso contributes periodically to air
quality degradation. Air parcel trajectory analyses and filter analyses from samplersin NPS areas near the
border reported that during some periods of poor visibility in areas such as Carlsbad Caverns and Guadal upe
Mountains National Parks, sources as far away as Monterrey, Mexico and the Texas Gulf Coast may be
significantly contributing to the degradation in visibility.

The USEPA Pollutant Standards Index for the New Mexico Basin and Range study area counties indicates
that over 90 percent of the days throughout the year are rated as having "good" air quality except in Dofa
Ana County. In 1997, 42 percent of the days were reported as having "moderate” air quality and in 1998,
34 percent for Dofia Ana County.

3.34 Surface Water Quality

Surface water in the New Mexico Basin and Range Provinceis located in two major hydrologic regions: the
Rio Grande Region, which contains the Closed, Lower Rio Grande, and Southwestern Closed Basins, and
the Lower Colorado Region, which contains the Lower Colorado River Basin. The Mimbres River basin and
Playas basin of the Southwestern Closed Basins are in topographically closed basins where the drainage
does not leave the basin. The Playas basin, during seasona flooding, contains shallow lakes that when dry
become vast sdt playas. Other streams within the study area are intermittent or ephemeral. There are no
reservoirs in the study area with a capacity of 5,000 acre-feet that are used for conservation and flood
storage.

The purpose of state water quality standards is to designate the uses for which the surface waters of the State
of New Mexico shall be protected and to prescribe the water quality standards necessary to sustain the
designated uses. These standards are consistent with Section 101(a)(2) of the Federal Clean Water Act, as
amended, (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) which declares that "it is the national goa that wherever attainable, an
interim goa of water quality which provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and
wildlife and provides for recreation in and on the water be achieved by July 1, 1983...."Agricultura,
municipal, domestic and industrial water supply are other essential uses of New Mexico's water; however,
water contaminants resulting from these activities will not be permitted to lower the quality of streams
below that which is required for recreation and maintenance of a fishery, where practicable. Part 3 of the
Commission Regulations includes standards to protect ground water and regulations controlling discharges
onto or below the surface of the ground.

The Rio Grande between Leasburg Dam and the New Mexico-Texas border cannot fully support the
designated uses of warm water fisheries and irrigation. The portions of the Mimbres River that occur in the
study area are threatened for the designated use of cold water fishery. These segments are included on the
List of Assessed Stream and River Reaches submitted pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act.
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The major uses of water in the study area are public water supply, self-supplied domestic, irrigated
agriculture, livestock, self-supplied commercial, industry, mining, power, and reservoir evaporation.

3.3.5 Groundwater Quality

Within the study area two major aguifer types, valley-fill and basinfill, supply most of the useful
groundwater and are comprised mostly of sand, gravel, silt, and clay. The Rio Grande Valley, Las Cruces
Area aquifer is a valley-fill unconfined system that consists of aluvial and terrace deposits. It ranges in
depth from 50-200 feet but may exceed 500 feet. Yields from this aquifer range from 100-500 gallons per
minute with maximum yields exceeding 3,000 gallons per minute. The Rio Grande Basin and Southwestern
New Mexico aquifers are basin-fill unconfined/confined aquifers which consist of fluvial, lacustrine, and
eolian deposits. These range in depth from 100-500 feet but may exceed 3,000 feet. Yields from these
aquifers are similar to the Rio Grande Valley, Las Cruces area aquifer. Eight of the 32 groundwater basins
in New Mexico are located in the study area: Tularosa, Hueco, Lower Rio Grande, Mimbres Valley,
Lordsburg Valley, Playas Valley, Animas, and San Simon.

Groundwater assessments within the study area for the Rio Grande Valley, Las Cruces Area aquifer and the
Rio Grande Basin and Southwestern New Mexico aquifers indicate that the most common sources for
potential contamination include: (1) high nitrate and ammonia levels or anoxic contamination from sewage
treatment plants, individual septic systems, fertilizer use, and dairy waste-disposal systems; (2) salinity from
oil, gas, and minera production; (3) trace and gross level inorganic compounds (i.e., sulfate, total dissolved
solids [TDS]) from mining and mineral milling; (4) increased TDS and pesticides (e.g., carbamate) levels
from agricultural irrigation (e.g., Rio Grande Valley); (5) synthetic organic compounds from commercial
and industria sites; (6) refined petroleum products (e.g., oils, gases, fuels) from service stations, petroleum
refineries, highway spills, and leaking underground and above ground storage tanks and pipelines; and (7)
hazardous wastes from Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA - Dofa Ana County), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and Installation
Restoration Program (IRP) sites.

3.3.6 Vegetation Communities

Five vegetation communities defined on the basis of the interaction of geology, soils, physiography, and
climate are found within the study area. Theseinclude: (1) forest, (2) woodland-savanna, (3) grasdand, (4)
scrubland, and (5) riparian. These communities have not changed since the 1994 document (U.S. Army
1994).

3.3.7 Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical/Sensitive Habitat

A tota of 21 Federal endangered, threatened, and candidate species occur within the study area. Eleven
species are listed as endangered, six are listed as threatened, and four as candidate species. The state of New
Mexico lists 24 endangered species (four reptiles, two amphibians, 10 birds, three fish, one mollusks, and
four mammals), 44 threatened species (six reptiles, two amphibians, 19 birds, five fish, five mollusk, and
seven mammals) and restricted species (one mammal) within the study area (New Mexico Department of
Game and Fish 1998).

One Federdly designated critical habitat exists for the New Mexican ridge-nosed rattlesnake in the
Peloncillo Mountains in the Coronado National Forest and in the Animas Mountains in Hidalgo County. A
variety of Federal sensitive habitats occur in the study area including habitats for desert bighorn sheep,
Mexican duck, Iranian ibex, and Sneed's pincushion cactus; three research natural areas; three designated
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Wilderness Study Areas; 13 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; 12 areas designated as HMP areas;
and one National Natural Landmark.

3.3.8 Uniqueand Sensitive Areas

A wide variety of unique or sensitive areas exist within the study area. These include playas located in
Hidalgo and Grant Counties, springs along the Rio Grande and Mimbres Rivers, the San Simon Cienegain
Hidalgo County, arroyos throughout the Basin and Range Province, and alarge area of "sand dunes’ west of
Las Cruces.

The Rio Grande in New Mexico is considered an endangered river due to pollution from cyanide-leaching
mining operations, drainage, overgrazing, agricultural water diversions, silt-laden flows, and plutonium and
other types of nuclear waste (USEPA 1999).

Wetland types within the study area include riverine and riparian ecosystems, playa lakes, desert springs,
and cienegas. Approximately 12,756 acres of wetlands occur within the Basin and Range Province.
According to Region 2 of the USFWS, none of New Mexico's priority/candidate wetlands in the study area
qualified for acquisition under the Emergency Wetland Resources Act of 1986. In addition, the BLM has
designated eleven riparian areasin the Mimbres Resource Area

3.3.9 HazardousWaste

A total of 155 hazardous waste sites were identified in the New Mexico Land Border study area 17
CERCLA sites, 5 RCRA violation and corrective action sites, and 133 LUST sites.

Reported releases to air and land of toxic waste from permitted facilities in 1996 totaled nearly 18 million
poundsin the New Mexico study area. No releases of toxic substances to water resources were reported.

3.3.10 Socioeconomic Resources

The counties included in the socioeconomic baseline data for the New Mexico study area are Otero, Dofia
Ana, Luna, Grant, and Hidalgo. Population in 1997 was estimated to be 285,855, with over haf located in
Dofia Ana County. Las Cruces and Alamogordo are the main population areas which could be affected by
INS and JTF-6 activities, as the remainder of the study areaislargely Federally managed and rural in nature.
While the ethnic mix of the area is largely Hispanic and non-Hispanic whites, there is a substantial
population of Native Americans (the Mescaero Apache Indian Nation) in Otero County. Consistent with the
largest population areas, the majority of housing units are also located in Dofia Ana and Otero counties.

Employment varies among counties; however, for the study area in general, Federal, state, and local
government jobs account for one third of total employment. Other leading employment sectors include
service, retail trade and manufacturing. Similar to employment, the governmental sector accounts for the
largest share of income, followed by service and manufacturing. Dofia Ana and Hidalgo counties exhibit
the highest median family income, while Luna County has the lowest.

3.3.11 Cultural Resources

What is known about the prehistoric and historic occupation of southern New Mexico is the result of
extensive surveys and a few excavation projects. The survey projects have provided information on 10,965
sites in the Archaeological Records Management System (ARMS) and Fort Bliss databases combined (U.S.
Army 1994). Only a small number of sites are on the NRHP or the State Register of Cultural Properties;
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however, the mgjority of sites were considered to be potentially dligible for inclusion to the NRHP (U.S.
Army 1994). These include historic buildings and districts in Las Cruces, Deming, Columbus, and
Lordsburg; afew military forts and other isolated properties; and a series of Animas-phase sitesin the New
Mexico Boothee. There are several protected archeological districts within the Fort Bliss Military
Reservation. Surveys related to the recent reconstruction of the border roads revealed the presence of
numerous sites of both the prehistoric and historic occupations of the region. Many of these sites are
considered eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.

All of the prehistoric properties presently listed on the NRHP are large habitation pueblos located in the
New Mexico Bootheel. The sites date to the Animas phase (circa A.D. 1150-1300). The variety of historic
period properties on the NRHP reflects the history and settlement of the region. Private residences,
commercial buildings, and civic (eg., courthouses, post offices) and educational (e.g., school and
university) buildings make up approximately half of the listings. Historic district and townsite listings
include the Alameda-Depot, Mesguite Street Origina Townsite, and Mesilla Plaza digtricts in Dofia Ana
County; the Village of Columbus and Camp Furlong in Luna County; and Shakespeare Ghost Town in
Hidalgo County. Military forts (e.g., Fort Selden), engineering structures (e.g., American Diverson Dam
and International Boundary Marker Number One), religious buildings, and other properties (e.g., mines,
springs, a stage station) make up the rest of the register listings.

34 ARIZONA LAND BORDER (VOLUME 4)
34.1 Geological Resources

The project study area along the Arizona Land Border lies within the Basin and Range Physiographic
Province and is characterized by intensely deformed and intruded strata within numerous relatively elevated
and depressed fault blocks. The Basin and Range Province, in the study area, is subdivided into two
physiographic sub-provinces, the Mexican Highlands, and the Sonoran Desert.

The complex geologic history of the area, including multiple episodes of tectonic activity and marine
transgression/regression sequences, has resulted in a highly varied outcrop pattern of relatively small
outcrops of rock which represent atime passage of over 1.8 billion years.

Mineral resources in southern Arizona include vast amounts of copper with lesser amounts of other
associated precious and base metals (i.e., gold, mercury, manganese, zinc, and lead). Mining is
accomplished by leaching, which concentrates the relatively low grade ore. Low concentration, open pit
mining practices result in mountains of tailings. Mining activities are widespread in the southern part of the
dtate including areas in western and southern Cochise County, southern Santa Cruz County, central and
northeast Y uma County, and south central Pima County.

34.2 Soils

Soil composition and other attributes are a function of source material, climate, and topography. Within the
study area, there are 44 genera soil associations which can be grouped by topography. Levels of erodability
vary according to location and steepness of dope. High erodability is associated with mountain and
upland/foothill areas. Shrink-swell potential tends to be highest in depositional areas, such as valey dopes
and alluvial fan/valley floors where soilstend to consist of higher clay contents.
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34.3 Air Quality

The State of Arizona has adopted the NAAQS as the state's air quality criteria As of July 18, 1997, USEPA
revised two standards, ozone and particulate matter, to ensure a more effective and efficient protection of
public health and the environment. These revised standards are an 8-hour ozone standard of 0.08ppm, a 24-
hour PM ,5 (particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or smaller) standard of 65 micrograms per
cubic meter and an annual PM ,5 standard of 15 micrograms per cubic meter. At that time, USEPA adso
revised the form (but not the level) of the annua and 24-hour PM 4o standard. Under the revised form of the
PM o standard, Arizona recommended to USEPA that only the current Phoenix PM 1, non-attainment area
be designated non-attainment. Arizona will be recommending area designations for the revised ozone and
new PM ,5 standards by July 1999.

The counties in the Arizona study area are within the Intrastate Air Quality Control Regions (IAQCR) for
air quality planning purposes as follows. Cochise and Santa Cruz counties - Southeast Arizona IAQCR,
Pima County - PimalAQCR, Maricopa County - Maricopa lAQCR, Yuma and La Paz counties to Mohave-
YumalAQCR.

The magjority of the Arizona segment of the U.S.- Mexico border area is sparsely settled desert or semi-
desart. However, this segment contains two large areas of urbanization, the Phoenix and Tucson
metropolitan areas. Several "sister cities' are aso located along the U.S.-Mexico border such as Nogales,
Sonora and Nogales, Arizona and San Luis Rio Colorado, Sonoraand Yuma, Arizona. There are a number
of air quality problems related to the rural, urban, and industrial areas within this study area. A number of
man-made sources of air contaminants affect the air quality of the study area. These include industria
emissions, mobile (vehicular) emissions, area emissions (e.g., emissions from numerous residences and
small commercia establishments in an urban setting), dust resulting from wind erosion of agriculturaly
disturbed lands, smoke from forestry burns, and pollutants transported into the study area on winds blowing
from major urban/industrial areas outside the study area. One of the largest sources of air pollution in
Arizonais controlled burning of forest lands.

Airborne particulates are a special problem in the study area counties. Construction activity and windblown
dust from disturbed desert are significant sources of fugitive dust. In agricultura areas, farming activity is
an additional source of fugitive dust. In rural industrial areas of the state, tailings piles, surface mines,
guarries, materia handling and storage, ore crushing and grinding, and haul roads are major sources of
particulate matter. In Phoenix and Tucson, vehicular traffic on unpaved and paved roads and streets
produces large quantities of dust. Smoke from fireplaces and woodstoves also adds to the level of airborne
particul ates during the cooler months.

In the Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas, high levels of automobile emissions, meteorology, and
topography combine to produce episodes of carbon monoxide levels exceeding Federal NAAQS. The
Phoenix area also experiences episodes of ozone levels above the Federal standard.

During the cooler months, the Phoenix metropolitan area experiences episodes of a fine particulate buildup
(winter haze or brown cloud phenomenon). These airborne particulates consist primarily of carbon, nitrates,
and sulfates, and are attributed primarily to motor vehicle usage, although wood burning is aso known to
contribute significantly at times.

A summary of emissions of criteria pollutants in the Arizona study areaiis as follows: 6,955 tons SO,, 3,517
tons of TSP, 18,558 tons of NO,, 3,499 tons CO, and 3,526 tons VOC. Pollutant emissions estimates for
industrial sources operating within the Arizona study area that had reported emissions of toxic air pollutants
for 1996 totaled nearly two million pounds. They do not include toxic substances emitted from mobile
sources or area sources (e.g. open burning). Data from the USEPA indicates that portions of the following
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counties within the Arizona study area are in non-attainment of the NAAQS: Cochise - PMy, and SO;
Maricopa- Os, CO, PMy4; Pima- CO, PMy4, SO,; Santa Cruz - PM4; Yuma- PM .

The USEPA Poallutant Standards Index for the Arizona study area counties indicates that over 86 percent of
the days throughout the year were rated as having less than "good" air quality in Maricopa County in 1997.
Pima County experienced 44 percent of "moderate” air quality during the same time period. All other
counties in the Arizona study area were found to have "good" air quality at least 80 percent of the daysin
1997.

There are two mandatory Federa Class | areas within the Arizona study area. These are the Chiricahua
National Monument Wilderness, managed by the NPS, and the Chiricahua Wilderness, managed by the
USFS. Both arelocated in east-central Cochise County.

344 Surface Water Quality

Surface water in the Arizona study area is located in the Lower Colorado Hydrologic Region. The state of
Arizona has implemented the watershed management approach for its water resources. The mgjor surface
water basins in the study area delineated by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
include: the Colorado/Lower Gila, the Santa Cruz/Rio Magdelana/Rio Sonolta, the San Pedro/Wilcox Playal
Rio Yaqui, and the San Carlog/Safford/Duncan basins. The Wilcox Playa Basin is a topographically closed
basin that drains toward the interior. During seasonal flooding, shallow lakes appear that when dry become
vast st playas. The Gila River, San Pedro River, and Santa Cruz River basins ultimately drain into the
Southern Colorado River Basin. The Rios de Mexico Basin, consisting of the Yagui River and the Sonoran
Drainage, drain south into Mexico. Irrigation canas (i.e., Wellton, Mohawk, East Main, West Main, and B)
have been installed along the Lower Gila and Lower Colorado riversin Yuma County for agricultural and
drinking water supplies. In addition, the Central Arizona Project (CAP) cana diverts waters from the
Colorado River for agriculture use in Tucson and onto farmsin the AvraValey, Pima County. Thereare no
reservoirs with a capacity of 5,000 acre-feet that are used for conservation and flood storage in the Arizona
study area. Many of the named drainage systems in the study area are intermittent streams and are often
dry. The Colorado River and groundwater supply most of the potable water to the study area.

Water quality assessments for the study area indicate that the major causes of stream/riverine non-
attainment include heavy metals, ammonia, low dissolved oxygen, turbidity, total dissolved solids, and feca
coliform bacteria. The potential sources contributing to non-attainment of assigned uses in streams and
rivers include the following: mining operations, municipal point sources including wastewater effluent,
agriculture irrigation and recircul ation, range management, and non-point sources.

A source of potential pollution is untreated or partially treated wastewater discharges. Some regions of the
border area, namely where waters which cross the border or flow into rivers that form the international
boundary between Mexico and the U.S., have unsanitary conditions due to inadequate treatment or
collection facilities. Within the study area, the sigter cities of Nogaes/Nogaes and San Luis Rio
Colorado/Yuma are considered major contributors of waste discharges into the Santa Cruz River and the
Colorado River.

Designated uses include: full body contact, partial body contact, domestic water source, fish consumption,
aquatic and wildlife (cold water fishery), aguatic and wildlife (warm water fishery), aguatic and wildlife
(ephemera), aquatic and wildlife (effluent dependent water), agricultural irrigation, and agricultural
livestock watering.
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3.4.5 Groundwater Quality

In conformance with ADEQ's watershed management approach, groundwater basins in the state of Arizona
have been delineated according to hydrological features rather than political boundaries or jurisdictions. In
addition, Active Management Areas have been assigned to those groundwater basins where impacts from
humans have been mogt prevalent, i.e. groundwater pumping overdrafts and contamination. Within the
Basin and Range Province, dluvia and bedrock aquifers are prevaent; however, the aluvia fill agquifers
provide most of the usable groundwater. Alluvia aquifers are confined and unconfined systems consisting
of sand, gravd, silt, and clay.

Groundwater basins and sub-basins in the study area include: Cibola Valley sub-basin, Wellton-Mohawk
sub-basin, Yuma basin, Avra Valley sub-basin, San Simon Valey sub-basin, Santa Rosa sub-basin, Upper
Santa Cruz sub-basin, Wilcox basin, Aguirre Valley sub-basin, Childs Valley sub-basin, San Simon basin,
Western Mexico basin, Sierra Vista sub-basin, Cienega basin, Douglas basin, Douglas INA basin, San
Bernadino basin, and the San Rafael basin.

Groundwater assessments within the study area indicate that the most common sources for potentia
contamination include: (1) high nitrate and anmonia levels from sewage treatment plants, individual septic
systems, and fertilizer use; (2) microorganisms from septic tanks and raw sewage from Mexico; (3) trace
metals (i.e., lead, mercury, barium, copper, zinc, and cadmium) from mining and minera milling; (4)
increased pegticides (e.g., DBCP and EDB), total dissolved solids, and sulfate levels from agricultura
irrigation; (5) natural and synthetic organic compounds from commercia and industrial sites; (6) petroleum
products and fuel additives (i.e.,, BTEX, TPHC, lead) from service stations, highway spills, and leaking
underground storage tanks (LUSTS); and (7) hazardous wastes from Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability (CERCLA), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund (WQARF), and Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites.

3.4.6 Vegetation Communities

Four vegetation communities defined on the basis of the interaction of geology, soils, physiography, and
climate are found within the study area. These include: (1) forest, which is subdivided into petran montane
conifer forest and petran subapine conifer forest; (2) woodland, which includes madrean evergreen
woodland; (3) grasdand, which is subdivided into semidesert grasdand and plains and Great Basin
grassland; and (4) desert scrubland, which is subdivided into Sonoran Desert scrub and Chihuahuan Desert
scrub.

3.4.7 Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical/Sensitive Habitats

A totd of 46 Federally endangered, threatened, and candidate species occur within the study area. Twenty-
nine species are listed as endangered, one as proposed endangered, nine as threatened, one as proposed
threatened, and six as candidate.

Eight Federal critica habitats have been designated within the study area for the following species:
Huachuca water umbel — located near Fort Huachuca Military Reservation in Cochise and Santa Cruz
Counties (63 FR 71838); Beautiful shiner, Yaqui catfish, and Yagui chub — located in San Bernadino
National Wildlife Refuge within Cochise County (49 FR 34490); Desert pupfish — located in Quitabaquito
Spring within Pima County (51 FR 10842); Razorback sucker — Maricopa County (51 FR 21154 and 59 FR
13374); Sonora chub — located in Sycamore Creek within Santa Cruz County (51 FR 16042); Southwestern
willow flycatcher — located in the San Pedro River in Cochise County. Critical habitat has aso been
proposed for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl near the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge in Pima
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County (50 FR 71820). A variety of Federal senditive habitats occur in the study area and include the
following: habitats for the 46 Federally listed species mentioned above; 13 designated Wilderness Study
Aress,; six designated Research Natural Areas with eight more proposed; and 37 proposed Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern.

3.4.8 Uniqueor Sensitive Areas

A wide variety of unique or sensitive areas exist within the study area. These include Wilcox Playa in
Cochise County; springs dong the San Pedro, Santa Cruz, Gila, and Lower Colorado Rivers, Quitobaguito
Spring in Pima County and Monkey Spring in Santa Cruz County; Cienegas in Cochise and Santa Cruz
Counties, Grand Desierto area; Tingjas Altas area; Southwestern willow flycatcher and Y uma clapper rail
habitat along the Colorado River; arroyos and associated riparian communities through the Basin and Range
Province; sand dunes at the Cactus Plain Natural Area; the Pinacate Lava Flow in Yuma County; and
Kartchner Caverns State Park in Cochise County.

No wild and scenic rivers, as designated by the USDI (1998), occur within the study area. However, 37
stream segments within the study area are protected by various state agencies.

Wetland types within the study area include riverine and riparian ecosystems, playa lakes, desert springs,
and cienegas. According to Region 2 of the USFWS, four priority wetlands that qualify for acquisition
under the Emergency Wetland Resources Act of 1986 are located within the study area. In addition, the
BLM has designated the San Pedro River, from the U.S./Mexico border north to Benson, a Riparian
National Conservation Area, to be managed in a manner that conserves, protects, and enhances
paleontological, scientific, cultural, educational, and recreational resources of the conservation area.

349 HazardousWaste

A total of 837 sites were identified in the Arizona study area: 57 CERCLA sites, 8 RCRA violation and
corrective action sites, and 772 LUST sites. Counties or aress that are predominantly rural with historically
low industria activity and small populations have alow number of reported sites. The USEPA (1998) Toxic
Release Inventory (TRI) System reported that releases in 1996 from various sources were highest in
Maricopa County, representing about 88 percent of al the toxic emissions reported from the 6-county area.
The mgjority of these emissions were released from industrial air stacks. A totd of approximately two
million pounds of toxic emissionsto air, water, and land were reported for the Arizona study area counties.

The transboundary movement of hazardous material s'wastes and abandoned or illegal hazardous waste sites
is a potential source of pollution occurring in some regions of the border area. Within the study area, the
sister cities of Nogales/Nogales are considered a high priority city-pair where the transportation, handling,
and disposal of hazardous wastes are a cause of public concern.

3.4.10 Socioeconomics

The counties included in the socioeconomic baseline data are Cochise, Santa Cruz, Pima, and Yuma. The
1997 total population for the four-county area was 1,060,284 with 74 percent located in Pima County. Of
the Pima County total, 449,002 persons are estimated in 1996 to be in the city of Tucson. In general, the
area is very rurd. Most of the land is owned by the Federa government or Tribal Governments and
managed by various agencies (e.g., DoD, USFWS, NPS, BLM), and Native American Nations. These areas
are unlikely to be affected by INS or JTF-6 actions. However populated areas may potentialy be affected
by INS or JTF-6 activities (Tucson and other smaller cities). Non-Hispanic whites comprise the largest
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portion of the population, followed by Hispanics, African-Americans, then Native Americans. The
distribution of housing units follows that of population with most units located in Pima County.

The economic structure of the study area varies between the urban and rural areas. The leading employment
and income sectorsinclude government, services, and retail trade.

3.4.11 Cultural Resources

The magjority of the archeologica sites across southern Arizona have been found near or along the many
intermittent drainages that flow southward across the U.S/Mexico border. In southeastern Arizona,
significant Paeo-Indian sites, such as Lehner, Murray Springs, Double Adobe, and Naco have been
documented aong the drainage systems of the Sulphur Springs and San Pedro rivers (Martin and Plog
1973). In south-central and far southwestern Arizona, the highest concentrations of archeological sites are
found along the Santa Cruz, Lower Colorado, and Gilarivers.

Based on the recent results of the Douglas-Naco sector survey in southeastern Arizona, the mgjority of the
sites along the study corridor have been located on terraces and ridges flanking drainages and small washes
(Martynec and Peter 1992). Some sites aso have been found within the floodplains of some drainages.
From the recent results of the Tohono O'odham survey in south-central Arizona, half of the sites along the
study corridor have been located on terraces and ridges near drainages (Martynec et a. 1992). The
remaining siteswere found on flats or on upland bajadas. A similar pattern of site distribution is expected to
apply along the study corridor in far southwestern Arizona, especialy between the dune fields east of Yuma
and the Tinajas Altas M ountains where there are numerous small, southern-flowing drainages.

Historic properties in southern Arizona vary greatly in size and configuration. Over 2,000 sites have been
recorded within the study corridor. The present inventory of sites, however, merely reflects the survey of a
very limited portion of Cochise, Pima, and Yuma counties. The present index of properties listed in the
National Register of Historic Places also represents a smal proportion of those sites that might be
potentially eligible for the National Register within the study corridor. At the present, this listing is quite
biased toward historic mining communities, industrial complexes, and ranches. Only a few of the
significant prehistoric properties within southern Arizona are o listed.

Three basic types of archeological sites may be expected to be encountered along the study corridor in
southern Arizona. They are: (1) lithic scatters (likely predominantly prehistoric), (2) limited activity sites
(prehistoric and historic), and (3) habitation sites (prehistoric and historic) (Martynec and Peter 1992;
Martynec et a. 1992). These sites can range from thin surface scatters to extensive deposits of cultura
material with intact middens and features. Rockshdters, petroglyphs, boulder pictographs, intaglios,
shrines, and trails may be encountered along the SPEIS study corridor as well.

Lithic scatters are found near exposed rock outcrops and usually consist of a thin scatter of chipped stone
debris including primary and secondary flakes, core and core fragments, and afew tools. Sites of this type
reflect specific activities involving the manufacture of lithic tools, and as arule, usually do not contain other
kinds of artifacts or features.

Prehistoric limited activity sites consist of thin artifact scatters and/or cultural deposits that contain a variety
of tools (aside from lithic debris) representing more than one kind of activity. These sitestypically represent
activities involved with the acquisition of food, such as hunting and/or butchering and plant processing.
Historic limited activity sites consist of features and/or concentrations of artifacts, such as dams, saguaro
fruit camps, trash dumps, mining enterprises, and ranch-related features such as dipping tanks and corrals.
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Prehistoric habitation sites represent extensive and dense concentrations of artifacts and, as a rule, contain
many features. Such sites represent habitation areas that were occupied permanently or revisited on a
seasonal basis. Midden deposits, burias, fauna and macrobotanical remains, and structural features
regularly occur on these sites in association with a wide array of artifacts, including chipped and ground
stone, worked shell and bone, and large quantities of ceramics. Historic habitation sites represent
homesteads that usually contain above-ground structures associated with a scatter of artifacts.

3.5 CALIFORNIA LAND BORDER (VOLUME 5)
3.5.4 Geological Resources

The project study area along the California Land Border occurs within two physiographic provinces. the
Southern California Desert and the Peninsular Ranges of the Transverse and Peninsular Ranges. The
Southern California Desert is alow elevation desert characterized by flat land and low hills. The Peninsular
Range is a northwest-southeast block-faulted mountain range separated by long narrow valleys.

Surface geology of the study areais dominated by Quaternary-aged river deposited alluvium to the east, and
Mesozoic-aged igneous intruded rocks to the west. An abundance of northwest-southeast oriented fault
systems also occur in the area.

The Southern California Desert portion of the study area contains limited amounts of mineral resources,
whereas mining for both industrial minerals and metals has occurred in the Peninsular Ranges. Mining
activities have the potential to impact the local environmenta quality, with surface water and groundwater at
particular risk.

355 Sails

Limited soils data exist for the Southern California Desert Province. To date, only the Imperial Valey and
areas adjacent to the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park have been mapped. The mgjority of the Peninsular
Ranges has been mapped with the soils divided into groups based on topography. Because of the arid
conditions the mgjority of the soils present exhibit high levels of erodability. Conversely, limitations to
congtruction are generally low due to the small amount of clay materia within the soil profile.

3.5.6 Air Quality

The State of California air quality standards differ from the Nationa Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Cdlifornia has adopted more stringent standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur
dioxide, suspended particulate matter, and lead.

Imperial County is assigned to the USEPA Southeast Desert Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) and isin
the Salton Sea Air Basin state AQCR. San Diego County is the USEPA San Diego Air Quality Control
Region inits entirety. The San Diego County Air Pollution Control District is the local agency responsible
for air quality management matters (e.g., permitting) in San Diego County. The California Air Resources
Board (CARB) is the gtate-level agency responsible for administration of state and Federa air quality
regulations.

Imperial County along the California border encompasses an area that is predominantly sparsely populated

desert. Wind-blown dust and pollutants are occasionaly transported into the airshed from neighboring
urban/industrial areas. There are relatively few man-made sources of air pollutants within Imperial County
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and the quantities of man-made pollutants generated are low. No sources were reported for sulfur dioxide
(S0O,), carbon monoxide (CO), volétile organic carbons (VOC), and lead. A total of 941 tons of NO, were
reported for 1997, while 1,148 tons were reported for total suspended particulates. Imperia County isin
non-attainment of the NAAQS and state standards for ozone and a portion of the county (Imperia Valley
Planning Ared) is in non-attainment for particulate matter (PMg). Under the state standards, the City of
Calexico isin non-attainment for carbon monoxide. All other areas are either in attainment or are currently
unclassified.

Pollutant emissions estimates for 1997 from industrial point sources for San Diego County were 1,447 tons
of SO,; 2,155 tons of TSP; 4,064 tons of NO,; and 3,093 tons of VOC. Lead and CO were not reported.
Non-point source and mobile source emissions are regarded as the main source of air quality degradation in
Southern California, particularly CO. San Diego County is designated non-attainment of the NAAQS for
ozone, with a classification of "severe" and the western part of the county is designated non-attainment for
carbon monoxide. San Diego County is in non-attainment of the state standards with regard to ozone and
PMi. Asaresult of the ozone and carbon monoxide pollution problems in the urban area of the county,
there is a substantial network of ambient air monitoring collecting data on levels of ozone, sulfur dioxide,
lead, nitrogen dioxide, particulate, and carbon monoxide in the San Diego metropolitan area.

The USEPA's Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) for Imperial County indicated permitted facilities reported
99,976 pounds of fugitive and 291,066 pounds of stack-released emissions for a total of 391,042 pounds of
toxic air emissionsin 1996. The TRI for San Diego County indicated permitted facilities reported 402,010
pounds of fugitive and 293,252 pounds of stack-released emissions for atotal of 695,262 pounds of toxic air
emissionsin 1996.

Numerous maquiladoras (manufacturing plants) operate in Mexicali, Mexico. Emissions from the
maquiladoras along the U.S/Mexico border are a concern, particularly regarding VOC emissions from
plants that manufacture electronic and electric equipment, material and supplies, transportation equipment,
and furniture. Additionally, several other industries located in Mexico near the international border release
significant amounts of air pollutants. These industries include: oil and gas production, metallurgy, iron and
steel, electric power generation, cement manufacturing, and brick manufacturing. Many residences in the
Mexican border area burn nontraditional fuels such as wood scraps, cardboard, and tires to provide warmth
in the winter. The resulting particulate loading adversely affects air quality in the Cdifornia border
counties. Transport of air pollutants into Imperial County from the urban/industrial sources of the San
Diego/Tijuana and Yuma/San Luis Rio Colorado "sister cities' areas also occurs under certain
meteorological conditions.

In 1997, Imperial County was reported to have less than "good" air quality 78 percent of the days that year.
Over a month of "unheathful" air qudity days were reported during this time period. The pollutant
standards index data for San Diego County indicates that in 1997, only 37 percent of the days had "good" air
quality.

There are no mandatory Federal Class | areas within Imperial County. One mandatory Federa Class| area,
the Aqua TibiaWilderness, is located north of the study areain San Diego County.

3.5.7 Surface Water Quality

The Southern California Desert of the California study area is located within the Colorado River Basin as
recognized by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Thisregion is divided into seven major
planning areas on the basis of economic as well as hydrologic characteristics. Portions of three of these
planning areas are within the Southern California Desert study area: the East Colorado River Basin, the
Imperia Vadley, and the Anza-Borrego planning areas. Surface water in the Peninsular Range
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Physiographic Province of the California land border study area occurs within the San Diego and Lower
Colorado River Regiona Water Quality Control Board jurisdictions.

These jurisdictions, which have been delineated for planning purposes, are further divided into major
hydrologic units, hydrologic areas, and hydrologic subareas. Additionaly, the Caifornia land border study
areais occupied by cataloged U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) watersheds that generally coincide with one
or several of the magjor hydrologic unitsin the region. The term "beneficial uses' is defined in the California
Water Code as the uses of water necessary for the survival or well being of man, plants, and wildlife that
serve to promote tangible and intangible economic, socid, and environmental goals. The term "Beneficia
Uses' isequivalent to the term "Designated Uses' under Federal law.

Major surveillance, monitoring, and assessment programs undertaken by the SWRCB include: Toxic
Substance Monitoring, State Mussel Watch, Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup, Compliance Monitoring
and Inspections, Complaint Investigations, specialy commissioned Intensive Surveys, Municipal Storm
Water Monitoring, the Biennial Water Quality Inventory/Water Quality Assessment Report, the Clean
Water Strategy, and overall Quality Assurance and Quality Control. Upon adoption by the SWRCB of the
statewide California Water Quality Assessment Report based on submittals from all regiona boards, it is
submitted to the USEPA in conformance with Section 305(b) of the Federal Clean Water Act.

Water quality assessments for the San Diego Region indicated that the major causes of stream/riverine and
reservoir/lake non-attainment include fecal coliform bacteria, pesticides, nutrients, and metals. The
potential sources of non-attainment include municipal, industrial, and agricultural storm runoff.  Another
source of potential pollution is untreated or partially trested wastewater discharges. Some regions of the
border area, namely where waters which cross the border or flow into rivers that form the international
boundary between Mexico and the U.S., have unsanitary conditions due to inadequate treatment or
collection facilities. Within the study area, the sister cities of Tijuana/San Diego are considered as major
contributors of waste discharges into the Tijuana River and Estuary as well as San Diego Bay and the
Pacific Ocean. This situation has been greatly mitigated by the construction of the South Bay International
Wastewater Treatment Plant and South Bay Ocean Ouitfall in south San Diego County.

The San Diego Region is highly dependent upon imported water supplies provided by the Colorado River
and the Cdifornia State Water Project (SWP). Approximately 90 percent of the water demand in the San
Diego Region is supplied by imported water. Surface runoff and local groundwater supplies the remaining
10 percent of the water demand in the San Diego Region.

3.5.8 Groundwater Quality

Within the Southern California Desert segment of the study area, the Basin-Fill agquifer system underlies
much of the desert of southeastern California. It is an unconfined/confined alluvium aquifer consisting of
interbedded lacustrine deposits of sand, gravd, silt, and clay. Groundwater isthe significant source of water
supply in the Colorado River Basin Region. The SWRCB has established water quality objectives for each
hydrologic unit. Groundwater pumped in the Colorado River Basin Region generally returns to the basin
with an increase in mineral concentrations. Within the Peninsular Ranges segment of the study area, the
Basin-Fill aquifer islocated in the desert areas in the eastern and northeastern portions of San Diego County,
while the aluvium and older sediments aquifer predominately underlies the San Diego area and areas
northeast of San Diego. The Basin-Fill aquifer system is an unconfined/confined aluvium aguifer
consisting of interbedded lacustrine deposits of sand, gravel, silt, and clay. In many parts of the San Diego
Region, usable groundwater occurs outside the principle water-bearing geologic formations and not within
strata that meet the definition of an aquifer. The term "groundwater" for basin planning and regulatory
purposes includes al subsurface waters whether or not they are found within an aquifer or identified
groundwater basin.
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Groundwater is a significant source of the available water supply in the San Diego Region. The SWRCB
has established water quality objectives for each hydrologic unit. Water congtituents for which numerical
objectives have been listed include total dissolved solids (TDS), chlorides, sulfate, sodium, nitrate, iron,
manganese, methylene blue - activated substances (MBAS), boron, odor, turbidity, coloration, and fluoride.
Water quality criteria are established to protect specific beneficia uses of waters. In some basins of the San
Diego Region, beneficial use of groundwater is margina or nonexistent. In some of these areas, beneficia
uses have been deleted to promote wastewater reclamation by sewage treatment plants based upon a
determination that the loss of groundwater supplies were outweighed by the long-term increase in
wastewater reclamation. For purposes of intrusion, barrier formation, or groundwater recharge, discharge of
reclaimed water in areas of equal or poorer water quality is allowed contingent upon approval by the
Regional Boards.

Groundwater assessments for the study area within the Colorado River Basin Region hydrologic units
indicate severa sources for potential contamination. The most common of these sources include irrigation
return flow resulting in increased minera concentrations (i.e., total dissolved solids, nitrate, etc.) as
indicated in the Borrego, Terwilliger, and Ocotillo subunits of the Anza-Borrego Hydrologic Unit. Other
sources involve application of agricultural pesticides (i.e., DBCP, EDB) and fertilizers, improper waste
disposal and industrial practices (e.g., leaking underground storage tanks, landfill sites) as well as land
subsidence. Another contributing factor is geothermal resources resulting in increased dissolved solids
containing marginaly hazardous levels of arsenic, lead, and zinc and a large amount of other potential
pollutants (i.e., copper, strontium) as well as land subsidence. Extensive geotherma resources have been
identified in severa areas of the Imperial Valey: power plants - Salton Sea, Heber, and East Mesa KGRA;
and drilling aress - cities of Brawley, Westmoreland, and Salton. Other potential sources of pollution are
untreated or partialy untreated wastewater and industrial wastes which may pose a risk to transboundary
groundwater. Some regions of the border area, namely where waters which cross the border or flow into
rivers that form the international boundary between Mexico and the U.S., have inadequate management and
treatment facilities for wastewater and industrial/hazardous wastes. Within the study area, the sister city of
Mexicali/Calexico is considered as a mgjor contributor of waste discharges into the New River. The
groundwater throughout the Imperial Planning Subarea is in chronic overdraft and no safe yield is given
under any conditions.

Groundwater assessments within the San Diego Region hydrologic units indicate that the most common
sources for potential contamination include: (1) current groundwater withdrawals, particularly for municipal
and manufacturing purposes, and a corresponding decline in artesian pressure which has caused land surface
subsidence, saline water encroachment, surface fault activation, and serious water level decling; (2) organics
and metals from LUSTSs; and (3) high levels of LUST, TDS and chlorine from seawater encroachment,
urban runoff, and natural sources. Another potential source of pollution is untreated or partially untreated
wastewater and industrial wastes which may pose arisk to transboundary groundwater. Some regions of the
border area, namely where waters which cross the border or flow into rivers that form the international
boundary between Mexico and the U.S. have inadequate management and treatment facilities for
wastewater and industrial/hazardous wastes. Within the study area, the sister cities of Tijuana/San Diego
are considered as major contributors of waste discharges into the Tijuana River and Estuary as well as San
Diego Bay and the Pacific Ocean. The "safe yield" of groundwater in the San Diego Region is 28,000 acre-
feet. Up to 13,000 acre-feet of groundwater may be reclaimed for reuse during drought conditions. The
state water budget does not alow for "overdraft” of groundwater.

3.5.9 Vegetation Communities

Seven vegetation communities exist within the study area. These include: (1) shrub formations, which are
subdivided into chaparral and coastal sagebrush; (2) scrub formations, which are subdivided into Sonoran
creosotebush, akali scrub-woodland, sdton sea saltbush, cactus scrub, and oasis scrub-woodland; (3)
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deserts, which include hot sandy deserts; (4) needle-leaved evergreen forest formations, which are
subdivided into juniper-pinyon woodland, mixed hardwood forest, and southern jeffery pine forest; (5)
broad-leaved forest formations, which include southern oak forest; (6) graminoid formations, which include
Cdlifornia prairie and coastal saltmarsh; and (7) formations of coastal complexes, which include southern
seashore communities.

In addition to vegetation communities, numerous types of invertebrates and non-vascular plants form an
extensive biotic community within the various shoreline habitats aong the study area of Southern
Cdlifornia. The shoreline consists of the following types of shore communities: (1) coastal sand dunes, (2)
beaches, and (3) intertidal areas.

3.5.10 Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical/Sensitive Habitats

A total of 80 Federally listed species occur within the study area. Of these, 52 species are listed as
endangered, 14 proposed endangered, eight as threatened, and six as proposed threatened. The State of
Cdlifornialists 36 endangered species, 10 threatened species, and eight rare species within the study area.

Three Federally designated critical habitats occur within the study area for the following species: Desert
pupfish —located in portions of San Felipe Creek, Carrizo Wash, and Fish Creek within Imperial County (51
FR 10842); Desart tortoise — located in the Chuckwalla unit within Imperial County (50 FR 5820);
Razorback sucker — located along the Colorado River, and corresponding 100-year floodplain from Parker
Dam to Imperial Dam in Southern California (50 FR 13374). A variety of Federal sensitive habitats occurs
in the study area and includes the following: the Tijuana River and Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuges,
the Tijuana River Vdley; the All-American Canal Area; five existing or proposed Areas of Critica
Environmental Concern; and one Habitat Management Area.

3.5.11 Uniqueor Sensitive Areas

A wide variety of unique or sengitive areas exists within the study area. These include the Salton Ses,
Tijuana River Estuary, coastal beaches and sand dunes, vernal pools, pam oases, arroyos, springs, and
wetlands.

There are numerous acres of protected water bodies within the state; however, there are no nationaly
designated wild and scenic rivers within the study area (UDSI 1998).

Wetland types within the study area include riparian systems, satwater/freshwater marshes, verna pools,
and freshwater springs/seeps. Approximately 39,209 acres of wetlands exist within the Southern California
Desert portion of the study area, with the majority (20,012 acres) associated with the East Highline Canal.
The western portion of the study area (San Diego County) contains approximately 18,511 acres, with the
majority (12,315 acres) associated with San Diego Bay.

3.5.12 Socioeconomic Resour ces

This discussion is further subdivided into two subsections due to the quite different socioeconomic
characteristics of the western and eastern California border regions. These discussions are separated under
the same physiographic provinces described in the Environmental Baseline Documents (INS/JTF-6 1999).
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3.5.12.1Southern California Desert Province

The baseline socioeconomic data for the California land border involves Imperial County. The 1997
population estimate for this county was 143,706, which has increased from 109,000 in 1990. Approximately
66 percent of the population is Hispanic, followed by 29 percent non-Hispanic whites, and other races
comprising five percent. There are 36,559 housing units and the vacancy rate is 10.2 percent. The latest
information available was from 1990.

Employment in Imperia County totaled 41,800 in 1997, with an unemployment rate of 26.5 percent.
Agricultural services account for 16 percent of thetotal jobsin Imperial County. Thisissignificantly higher
than the national average of less than four percent. Government and retail trade are also important
€conomic sectors.

3.5.12.2Peninsular Range Province

The baseline socioeconomic data for this province involves San Diego County. Itstotal population was 2.7
million in 1997, an increase of nine percent from 2.5 millionin 1990. The county is heavily populated, with
adensity of 647 persons per square mile. Approximately 65 percent of the total population is non-Hispanic
whites, followed by 25 percent Hispanics and 14 percent other races. Although San Diego isthe largest city
within the county, there are three others with a population exceeding 100,000.

In 1990 San Diego County contained 946,799 housing units. The median housing value for the county was
$186,700 and for rental rates was $564, both values being significantly higher than Imperial County.

The leading employment and income sectors include services, government, retail trade, and manufacturing.
Other sectorsimportant to employment were construction, finance, insurance, and real estate.

3.5.13 Cultural Resources

This discussion is further subdivided into two subsections. the Colorado River Region and the Peninsular
Range Region.

3.5.13.1Colorado River Region

Asarule, the more recent sites in the Colorado River subregion are found near modern water sources, while
earlier sites are found at higher elevations adong mountain slopes, on old terraces overlooking ancient
watercourses, or along extinct river channels (Campbell 1936; Eighmey 1990; Moratto 1984). In the
Colorado and southern Mojave Deserts, many sites frequently are found along the formerly fluctuating
shoreline of Lake Cahuilla and within the Lower Colorado River Valey. Eighmey (1990) and others have
made the important observation that the development and successional patterns of the Saton Basin
ecosystem and its prehistoric cultures are intricately tied to the cycles of Lake Cahuilla and the Colorado
(Moratto et a. 1978; Byrne 1979). The fluctuations of Lake Cahuilla are important when considering early
settlement patterns, as the processes buried many earlier surfaces (V on Werlhof 1980).

The vast mgjority of prehistoric archeological sitesin the Colorado River subregion consist of either surface
scatters or as thin subsurface deposits that rarely reveal any discrete tempora separation of occupations. A
few stratified sites have been located on terraces of the Lower Colorado River (Schroeder 1961) and within
rockshelters situated in the eastern slopes of the Peninsular Ranges (Wallace et d. 1962). Sitesin the desert
areas usualy are composed of one or more loci containing general activity areas, middens, chipping
stations, cremations, food processing areas, caches, pottery concentrations, or hearths.
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As many as 30 "geoglyphs," also referred to as "intaglios," are also found in flat areas of the desert (U.S.
Army 1994). These features consist of giant, scraped earth drawings, representative of anthropomorphic
and zoomorphic figures, as well as other kinds of geometric designs. Asin other regions of North America,
the function of these sites is unknown; however, it is conceivable that they were used for spiritual purposes.
The features can be quite large and some are more than 20 m in length.

Listed NRHP sites for Imperia County include segments of the De Anza Trail, a post office, Desert View
Tower, the Yuma Crossing and associated sites, and others. The Mission Puerto de la Purisima Conception
established by the Spanish near Yuma later became the site of Fort Yuma in 1851 to protect the southern
emigrant trail and to control the warlike Yumain the area (Frazer 1965). In addition to those sites listed on
the NRHP, the variety of historic sites that may be anticipated in the study area are those related to
settlement, the mining and ranching industries, and transportation.

3.5.13.2Peninsular Range Region

The most comprehensive site-locational data for the San Diego subregion were derived by Christenson
(1990). Based on a systematic, random sample of 741 sites, Christenson concluded that 42 percent of the
sites were located in the foothill zone, 34.5 percent in the mountain zone, and the remaining 23.5 percent
along the coastal strip. About 74.4 percent of the 741 sites were located along seasona streams, 10 percent
along permanent streams, and 10 percent near presently active springs. These data are complicated by
various differences between past and present water courses where the agents of overgrazing, wildfires,
erosion, and drought have brought observable hydrologic changes to the modern landscape (Christenson
1990). Other locational correlations may be similarly complicated by the issues of where the greatest
number of cultural resource surveys have been conducted and other sampling biases.

Prehistoric archeological sites of the San Diego subregion have been divided into five functional categories
(Christenson 1990): (1) large and small processing sites, (2) large and small habitation sites, (3) lithic
scatters, (4) quarry sites, and (5) rock aignments. The majority of prehistoric sites in the San Diego
subregion consist of large and small processing sites (Christenson 1990). Small processing sites are the
most numerous. These sites appear to have been oriented toward a specific kind of economic activity, such
as hunting or the processing of plant foods, but middens are not present.

The next most frequent site type found in the San Diego subregion consists of large and small habitation
sites (Christenson 1990). Habitation sites are multi-activity sitesthat have midden deposits, hearth features,
and diverse artifact assemblages, often including ceramics. Human remains (predominantly cremations)
are often found on these sites as well. Shell middens along the coastal zones often are associated with
habitation sites (Moratto 1984). Habitation sites usually have dense concentrations of artifacts and features
spread over awide area and can include rockshelters, rock enclosures, and/or rock aignments (Christenson
1990).

Lithic scatters are the next most frequent site type found in the San Diego subregion. As a site type, lithic
scatters are fairly self evident, consisting of a thin surface veneer of chipped stone debris. These are
distinguished from processing sites by an absence of milling-related features. Most lithic scatters probably
functioned as loci for refurbishing artifacts and, like processing stations, were not located adjacent to a
particular water source. The distance to a water source from a lithic scatter averages 560 feet and over 50
percent of these sites were documented on top of small ridges, terraces, and mesas (Christenson 1990).

Quarry sites within the San Diego subregion tend to be quite large with an average size exceeding half an

acre. Quarry sitesusualy are found at higher elevations and are always situated on or near a lithic outcrop
or vein. Commonly they are found along a quartz vein, a dike, or near a particular metavolcanic outcrop.
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Artifacts associated with quarry sites include a large number of primary flakes, some blanks, and preforms
(Christenson 1990).

Rock alignments consisting of rings and linear forms are the other site type found within the San Diego
subregion. These sitestypically are found in high places such as ridge tops, prominences within valleys, and
above drainage heads, and range in size from a meter to more than 500 feet in length. Rock aignmentsin
the San Diego subregion occur in granitic areas and, on average, are more than 1,300 feet away from awater
source (Christenson 1990). The function of rock aignments remains enigmatic; however, they may have
been used for ceremonial purposes, asterritorial markers, or as granary foundations for the storage of acorns
(Heizer and Elsasser 1980).

Listed NRHP sites within San Diego County include Fort Stockton, or Fort Du Pont (1838), the Presidio of
San Diego (1769) and Castillo Guijarros (1795-1838) established to protect San Diego Bay. The Cadtillo
later became Fort Rosecrans (1852) a U.S. military reservation and fortified earthworks (1873) (Frazer
1965). Additional listed sites include hotels and the Gas Lamp Historic District. In addition to those sites
listed on the National Register, the variety of historic sitesthat may be anticipated in the study area are those
related to settlement, the mining and ranching industries, and transportation.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter of the SPEIS addresses the types of impacts that are expected to occur as a result of
implementation of the four aternatives. Where possible, the magnitude of the anticipated effects is
discussed. It should be emphasized again, however, that due to the programmatic nature of this document,
specific identification of the location, timing, and/or quantification of the impacts is impracticable. Such
specificity will be provided in each subsequent NEPA document that is tiered to this SPEIS, as the specific
projects are identified and planned. The following discussions are grouped according to the resources
category and generally follow the same sequential order as the resource discussions presented in Chapter 3
of the SPEIS.

4.1 SOILS
411 Alternativel. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the SIS Program

Implementation of this alternative would require about 6,900 acres of soils to be disturbed, primarily from
the construction of fences and construction or upgrade of roads. Roads will account for 5,912 acres of soil
to be disturbed, assuming an average width of the roads to be 25 feet. It should be noted, however, that the
vast mgjority of these roads are existing roads and would require only upgrade activities, rather than new
congtruction. Therefore, these soils have been previoudly disturbed.

On the other hand, road repair activities have resulted in reduction of soil erosion in many areas. Roads that
are considered impassable due to severe erosion are typically the ones that USBP requests to be upgraded.
Repair/upgrade activities contain specific design measures to control erosion. Additional or modified
compaction techniques and erosion control measures such as waterbars, gabions, straw bales and re-seeding
areimplemented to aleviate these situations.

The impacts to soils resulting from the footprint of typica USBP/JTF-6 roads and fences are presented in
Table 4-1. The anticipated impacts to soils from other proposed structures are presented in Table 4-2.
Obvioudly, the major engineering construction activities (e.g., roads, USBP stations, etc.) would produce the
greatest impacts to soils.  Construction of POEs, USBP dations, and other similar facilities would most
likely require that the site be paved. Thus, these soils would be essentialy removed from biological
production.

Soils along the border are typically very sandy and highly erodible. Any construction activity conducted by
JTF-6 for INS must evaluate the erosion potential of the project area soils and incorporate erosion control
designsinto the construction plan. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required for
al congruction sites greater than five acres. Beginning in 2003, under Phase Il of the Nationa Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Program, small construction activities disturbing one
acre or greater will also require a SWPPP. Prime and unique farmlands, as defined by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), are rare along the border, with the
exception of south and southwest Texas (U.S. Army 1994). To date, no such lands have been removed from
agricultural production by INS or JTF-6 actions; future projects would continue to make all practica
attemptsto avoid aterations to prime and unique farmlands.



Table 4-1 — Anticipated Soil Impacts from Maor Engineering Projects

Size (feet)
Project Type Width Length Total Acres
Roads 25 1,951 5,912
Drag Roads 25 165 500
Primary Fence 10 180 218
Secondary Fence 10 37 45
Vehicle Barriers 10 111 135
TOTAL 2,444 6,810

Table 4-2 — Anticipated Soil Impacts from Other Proposed Structures

Size (feet)
Project Type Width Length Number Planned Total Acres
Lights 20 20 4,677 43
SIS Components 20 20 1000 6
Repeater Sites 100 100 11 3
Boat Ramps 200 200 7 7
TOTAL 59

Operational support services provided by JTF-6 produce little, if any, impacts to soils. The only activities
within this support category that require ground disturbances are establishment of permanent LP/OPs,
placement and removal of ground sensors, and vehicular traffic associated with bivouac and command
centers during ground operations. Beginning in 2003, under Phase |1l of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Program, small construction activities disturbing one acre or
greater will aso require a SWPPP.

General support services do not affect soils since they are typically administrative type activities that are
performed indoors or do not involve ground disturbing operations.

4.1.2 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without I mplementation of | SIS Program

Elimination of additional INS ISIS capabilities would very dightly reduce the potentia direct impacts to
soils dong the border. If the additiona lights, RV'S, and camera systems are not installed, the amount of
soil impacted would only be reduced by about 60 acres or about one percent of the total acres affected under
Alternative 1. In order to compensate for the loss of the ISIS detection capabilities, USBP agents would
have to increase their patrolling efforts and/or increase the number of patrol agents. The increased use of
patrol and drag roads would increase erosion rates along these roads.

4.1.3 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and I mplementation of the | SIS Program

Alternative 3 would eliminate the INS engineering and general support projects, however, JTF-6 would still
provide operational support to INS. The INS ISIS program would also be implemented under this
aternative. Thisalternative would significantly reduce the direct impacts to soils within the study area.



Certain operational support activities, such as ground patrols, LP/OPs, and ingtallation of ground sensors,
would cause direct impacts to soils, however, based on previous similar actions, the amount of soils
disturbed over the next five years would be less than 20 acres. Installation of the I SIS components would be
performed by INS contractors or entities other than JTF-6 and would result in less than 60 acres of disturbed
soils.

Conversely, indirect impacts caused by the lack of erosion control measures would continue. USBP would
continue to use patrol and drag roads until they become impassable. The rate at which erosion would
continue would probably increase until a harder substrate (e.g., caliche) is reached or stabilization occurs
due to minor topographical changes. Over time, these indirect impacts could outweigh the direct impacts
caused by the engineering actions, athough they are currently not quantifiable. Without engineering
activities, negative impacts to USBP s mission would be substantial.

414 Alternative4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and Implementation of the
SIS Program

Implementation of this alternative would reduce the amount of soil disturbance by about 20 acres over the 5-
year period. Thisfigureisbased on previous similar operational actions that have occurred since 1990 (U.S.
Army 1994). It should be emphasized that no ground disturbing operational support activities (i.e., terrain
denial, LP/OPs, ground patrols) have been conducted by JTF-6 in the last four years.

415 Alternative5. No Action

Implementation of the No Action aternative would eliminate direct disturbances to soils from construction
and operational activities. However, extant erosion problems would continue without INS/JTF-6 road
improvement projects, since the USBP would continue to use these roads until they become impassable.
The erosiona rate would probably increase without abatement measures as well. Without engineering
activities and implementation of the 1SS program, impacts to USBP' s mission would be substantial.

4.2 WATER RESOURCES

Water resources within the area encompassed by the SPEIS and proposed actions are limited and concerns
regarding adequate supplies and quality are increasing. For example, the San Diego Region is highly
dependent upon imported water supplies provided by the Colorado River and the California State Water
Project (SWP). Approximately 90 percent of the water demand in the San Diego Region is supplied by
imported water (i.e. water supplies that are outside of the loca region). Surface runoff and local
groundwater supplies the remaining 10 percent of the water demand in the San Diego Region. Water
quality assessments for the San Diego Region indicated that the mgor causes of stream/riverine and
reservoir/lake non-attainment included fecal coliform bacteria, pesticides, nutrients, and metals. The
potential sources of non-attainment include municipa, industrial, and agricultural storm runoff.  Other
sources of potential pollution include untreated or partially treated wastewater discharges. Some regions of
the border area, particularly transboundary basins, have unsanitary conditions due to inadequate treatment or
collection facilities. Future JTF-6 support actions for INS would be required to comply with Federal and
state permitting procedures regarding water quality and discharges (See Table 2-5).

4.2.1 Alternative 1. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the | SIS Program

The deployment of personnel for construction, maintenance, or patrol operations within the SPEIS study
area would result in increased use of the limited water resources in some regions. Most of the proposed



actions are anticipated to be relatively short in duration and therefore are not expected to contribute long-
term impacts. The significance and extent of impacts to water resources would be evaluated on a project
and site-specific basis. In some cases, coordination with state and local agencies as well as conformance
with Federal regulations regarding surface water impacts will be required. Notification and permitting
procedures for specific proposed actions and projects would be evaluated for each site-specific project
proposed prior to commencement of activities. Personnel would be apprised of applicable water conserving
practices and equipment would be maintained and configured for best efficiency in water resources-limited
areas. Best management practices for preventing contamination from stormwater runoff would be specified
in mitigation plans and implemented. No release of hazardous substances or any other type of contaminated
material to any ground surface or water drainage will be allowed. Accidental spills or leaks of hazardous or
contaminating substances would be adequately controlled and contained to avoid potential impacts to water
resources.

Since Alternative 1 has more ground-disturbing projects associated with it than the other aternatives, it
follows that this aternative would have the greatest potential to directly affect water resources. Direct
effects would include increased demand on potable as well as non-potable supplies and alterations of
waterbottoms (for boat ramps) and wetlands. Impacts to waterbodies from stormwater run-off or accidental
spills during construction operations would be one of the more significant indirect effects. The magnitude of
these effects would depend upon the size, type and duration of the construction project, timing, weather
conditions, vegetative cover and soil type. Employment of a SWPPP and other erosion control measures, as
described above and in Chapter 5, would significantly reduce the potential of adverse impacts to water
resources through erosion and sedimentation.

Operationa support activities can require up to 25 gallons per day per person. The largest such activity
(terrain denia exercise) would typically involve 400 to 500 military personnel and would last for about 30
days. Under this scenario, 375,000 gallons of water would be used during the entire project. For
comparison purposes, the City of Las Cruces, New Mexico has a daily water consumption of over eight
million gallons per day. Engineering support activities would aso consume potable and non-potable water
supplies. Consumption rates of potable supplies would be similar to the operational activities (i.e., 25
gallons per day per person). The use of non-potable water supplies, however, would depend upon the extant
road and climatic conditions and the need to suppress fugitive dusts, cement mixing, etc. Water for these
uses would typically be obtained from nearby surface waterbodies and/or non-potable water wells.
Withdrawal permitswould be obtained prior to initiation of any project, as applicable.

Congtruction of USBP checkpoints and other such permanent facilities would demand additiona sewage
treatment capacities. Subsequent tiered NEPA documents shall address these needs to ensure that existing
treatment facilities would be capable of handling the additional flows without causing a permit violation.
Some facilities may require individual treatment systems (e.g., septic tanks, oxidation ponds, etc.); these
treatment systems would require permits from the appropriate local and state agencies.

4.2.2 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without I mplementation of 1 SIS Program

The effects that would be expected to occur upon implementation of this alternative would virtualy be the
same as those described for Alternative 1. The ISIS equipment would typicaly be installed at higher
elevations and at greater distances from water supplies. In addition, due to the small area affected by each
ISIS tower/facility, potential impacts to nearby water resources, if they occurred, would be negligible.



4.2.3 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and Implementation of the SIS Program

Implementation of this aternative would significantly reduce the potential for water resources to be
adversely impacted. JTF-6 construction projects in support of INS would be eliminated under this
aternative and only 1SIS facilities would be installed. As mentioned above, installation of these facilities
would not result in significant adverse impacts. The USBP would continue to patrol roads until they
become impassable.  Without the road improvements, erosion and sedimentation would continue and,

perhaps, increase.

4.2.4 Alternative 4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and | mplementation of the
SIS Program

Implementation of this alternative would result in dightly less water consumption than Alternative 1 by
eliminating operational support activities. As mentioned above, only about 350,000 gallons of water would
be saved for each large terrain denial exercise that is precluded. Engineering support activities would have
the same potential effects on water supplies and regional water quality as described for Alternative 1.

425 Alternative5. No Action

The No Action aternative would not require additional demands on water supplies and would eiminate the
potential of accidental spills contaminating ground and surface water resources. No direct impacts to water
bottoms or wetlands would be incurred. However, this alternative would alow the extant erosion and
sedimentation to continue with concomitant adverse effects on surface water quality.

4.3 AIR QUALITY

Pollutant emissions estimates for existing stationary industrial sources operating within the 50 miles of the
U.S/Mexico border study area are substantial. These estimates represent only a portion of the total
pollutant emissions. Air pollutant emissions from mobile sources (e.g. automobiles, aircraft, construction
equipment) and other widely dispersed activities (e.g. open burning) are also substantial in these aress.
Many sources are not controlled, particularly in Mexico, but nevertheless have impacts on U.S. populations.
Proposed actions by the JTF-6 in support of INS in these areas must be evaluated on a site-specific basis
prior to commencement. Coordination with state and local regulatory agencies will be imperative to ensure
proper notification, permitting, and documentation of potential impactsto air quality.

Equipment used for transporting materials and personnel, construction, and surveillance support operations
utilize hydrocarbon fuels and internal combustion engines that emit air pollutants. Conveyance aong
unpaved roads and construction activities that disturb soil particles also result in the release of airborne
particulate matter. Equipment and vehicles to be used for al proposed actions would be configured and
maintained to conform with state and loca air quality requirements. In some regions, regulatory agencies
require specific notification of proposed actions and issue permits to operators of equipment and vehiclesin
accordance with air quality regulations (refer to Table 2-5).

4.3.1 Alternative 1. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the | SIS Program

Many of the proposed construction or maintenance projects are anticipated to be relatively short in duration
and therefore are not expected to contribute long-term impacts. In areas that are chronicaly or acutely in
violation of NAAQS, any additional contribution to air quality degradation could be considered significant
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and would require adequate mitigation. Other proposed actions which involve increases in the number of
surveillance vehicles, extended patrols, or other additional uses of hydrocarbon fuels and disturbance of
particul ate matter would have long-term impacts and would require evauation on a site-specific basis.

A previoudy assessed project (U.S. Army, 1998a) involving road improvements, fence construction, and
lighting installation activities was estimated to produce the following air emissions; 5,175 tons PM o, 18.25
tons NO,, 2.1 tons VOC, and 12.26 tons CO. This project included use of heavy construction equipment
and other motorized vehicles during three months within a 1.6 mile-long corridor. The total estimated
disturbed surface area was 46.6 acres. Air emissions were calculated under the guidance of the California
Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Handbook. The combined proposed extent of actions and projects
encompassed by this SPEIS include about 2,115 miles of road construction/maintenance and 329 miles of
fence and barrier construction. Based on these data, the total cumulative impact of proposed actions would
result in 423 times the linear extent of road/fence construction or about 30 times the surface area disturbed
as that assessed in the example above. In terms of air impacts, the cumulative estimates are caculated to be
in the ranges of: 36,500 to 2.2 million tons of PM4; 129 to 7,420 tons NO,; 15 to 866 tons VOC; and 87 to
4,973 tons CO. These emissions would be dispersed over the entire 2000-mile project corridor and during
the next five years. Because most projects would be constructed in Texas, the mgjority of the emissions
would occur in Texas. Again, emissions would have to be estimated on a project-to-project basis to ensure
conformity with Federal standards and state implementation programs.

4.3.2 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without I mplementation of the | SIS Program

The effects to air quality under this aternative would be dightly less than that described for Alternative 1.
Emissions from construction equipment used in the ingtalation of I1SIS facilities would be the only
reductions realized under Alternative 2. Because these facilities are so small, construction activities would
be accomplished rapidly and, thus, produce minimal emissions.

4.3.3 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and I mplementation of the SIS Program

This aternative would result in ailmost negligible emissions since JTF-6/INS construction activities would
be limited to installation of 1SIS facilities. These facilities could be constructed rapidly thereby producing
emissions for a very short duration. Ambient air quality conditions would probably return within 48 hours
after completion of each 1SIS facility. The lack of improved roads could increase fugitive dust. The
magnitude of these effects would be the greatest in areas, such as El Paso and San Diego, that are currently
classified as non-attainment for PM 4.

4.3.4 Alternative 4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and I mplementation of the
SIS Program

Air quality emissions under this aternative would essentialy be the same as those described for Alternative
1. Reductions in total emissions would be redized from the elimination of large operational support
activities such as terrain denials and ground patrols, which would typically require generators, mess
facilities, and military vehicles.

435 Alternative5. No Action

The No Action alternative would eliminate all potential emission sources associated with JTF-6 engineering
and operational support services. Without the repair and maintenance activities on some roads, erosion rates
would probably increase, potentially exacerbating fugitive dust levels. If such conditions occur within areas
that are classified as being in non-attainment for PM 4, regional air quality standards could be exceeded.



4.4 NOISE
441 Alternative 1. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the | SIS Program

Implementation of this aternative would result in temporary and local increases in noise levels during the
congtruction activities. Road and fence congtruction in urban areas would produce very little change in
ambient noise levels since such areas typicaly have higher ambient levels due to industrial operations,
traffic, and other similar construction activities. Fences are typically constructed near population centers.
Road and other major construction activities could occur in rura, and sometimes, remote areas; such
activities would increase noise levels to much higher levels than ambient conditions. However, due to the
short-term expected for the construction and because construction would only occur during daylight hours,
these short-term increases are not expected to significantly affect wildlife or other sensitive receptors.
Depending upon the location of specific projects, some recreationists may be disturbed by increased noise
levels; these disturbances would be temporary and sporadic and, thus, are not considered as potentialy
significant impacts.

Some operational activities (e.g., weapons training and helicopters) could cause long-term increasesin noise
levels. The magnitude of these increases would depend upon ambient levels, distance to sensitive receptors,
increase in number of such operational activities and duration. Firing ranges are typically located at remote
sites for safety purposes. They are also used sporadically and mostly during daylight hours. Therefore,
although noise levels in the vicinity of new or expanded firing ranges would increase, the long-term effects
would not be considered significant.

Overflights from helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft would cause temporary increases in noise levels.
Although very limited qualitative data exist regarding effects to wildlife species from overflights, severa
studies have indicated that most wildlife, including some endangered species such as Sonoran pronghorn,
illicit a startled response at first, but then appear to resume normal feeding or resting behaviors (Ellis, 1988;
Ellis and Mindell, 1991; Krausman, et a., 1993; and U.S. Department of Justice, 1998). Low-level
overflights during breeding seasons may produce greater or more traumatic responses, however, and thus
should be avoided to the extent practicable. Long-term increases could occur around regiona airfields if the
number of aircraft and/or reconnai ssance missions are increased to enhance USBP detection capabilities.

4.4.2 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without Implementation of 1 SIS Program

Implementation of this aternative would result in temporary and local increases in noise levels during the
congtruction activities. Road and fence construction in urban areas would produce very little change in
ambient noise levels since such areas typicaly have higher ambient levels due to industrial operations,
traffic, and other similar construction activities. Fences are typically constructed near population centers.
Road and other major construction activities could occur in rural, and sometimes, remote areas; such
activities would increase noise levels to much higher levels than ambient conditions. However, due to the
short-term expected for the construction and because construction would only occur during daylight hours,
these short-term increases are not expected to significantly affect wildlife or other sensitive receptors.
Depending upon the location of specific projects, some recreationists may be disturbed by increased noise
levels; these disturbances would be temporary and sporadic and, thus, are not considered as potentially
significant impacts.

Some operational activities (e.g., weapons training and helicopters) could cause long-term increasesin noise
levels. The magnitude of these increases would depend upon ambient levels, distance to sensitive receptors,
increase in number of such operational activities and duration. Firing ranges are typically located at remote
sites for safety purposes. They are also used sporadically and mostly during daylight hours. Therefore,



although noise levels in the vicinity of new or expanded firing ranges would increase, the long-term effects
would not be considered significant.

Overflights from helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft would cause temporary increases in noise levels.
Although very limited qualitative data exist regarding effects to wildlife species from overflights, severa
studies have indicated that most wildlife, including some endangered species such as Sonoran pronghorn,
illicit a startled response at first, but then appear to resume normal feeding or resting behaviors (Ellis, 1988;
Ellis and Mindell, 1991; Krausman, et d., 1993; and U.S. Department of Justice, 1998). Low-level
overflights during breeding seasons may produce greater or more traumatic responses, however, and thus
should be avoided to the extent practicable. Long-term increases could occur around regiona airfields if the
number of aircraft and/or reconnaissance missions are increased to enhance USBP detection capabilities.

4.4.3 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and I mplementation of the | SIS Program

Implementation of this alternative would significantly reduce noises associated with the elimination of
major construction activities. However, as mentioned under Alternative 1, increases in noises would be
mostly temporary and sporadic and, thus, would not be considered a significant adverse impact.
Oveflights, training at firing ranges, and other operationa activities would till occur and produce noise.
The magnitude of these effects would depend upon the variables described under Alternative 1. There
would be no significant long-term effects anticipated.

4.4.4 Alternative 4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and | mplementation of the
SIS Program

Some reductions in noise production would be realized under this aternative scenario, primarily due to the
lack of JTF-6 aeria reconnaissance missions and JTF-6 weapons training for INS'USBP agents. Because
the operational support actions occur sporadically and often in remote locations, the reductions in the noise
levels would be minimal. Noise would continue to be generated by engineering construction activities.
Although the magnitude of these effects would depend upon the location, season, duration, and type of
congtruction activity, no long-term significant impacts are expected to result from JTF-6's support to INS
projects.

445 Alternative5. No Action

The No Action Alternative would eliminate the potential for any increases in noise levels from JTF-6
congtruction and operational activities.

4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This subsection is further subdivided into three main discussions. vegetation, fish and wildlife, and
threatened and endangered species.

451 Vegetation

Vegetation communities, as discussed in Chapter 3 and in each volume of the Technica Support
Documents, are quite diverse along the U.S/Mexico border region, ranging from coastal marshes to semi-
desert grassands and scrub to mountainous forests. Most of the project region is rural and, consequently,
provides vauable habitat for numerous and varied wildlife populations. Types and magnitude of impacts to
vegetation communities from INS and JTF-6 actions are also varied. Where practicable, the agencies
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attempt to avoid impacts to native vegetation by utilizing existing or previoudy disturbed areas or by
implementing actions with less potential for ground disturbances. Disturbed lands include those that have
been graded, paved, plowed, or replanted with non-native vegetation. Some concerns exist that improved
roads could increase opportunities for trespassing and poaching, especially for sensitive species that are
valued by collectors. However, enhanced patrol efforts allowed by improved roads should reduce illegal
traffic and the potential for poaching activities. Some USBP stations have recently experienced such
reductions, as indicated by significant decreases in apprehensions in areas where road improvement projects
were completed (USBP, 1998).

Indirect effects have occurred to wildlife habitats by illega entrants diverting around fences or away from
areas that are heavily patrolled. Improvements in the infrastructure and increases in patrol activities have
resulted in someillegal entrants redirecting their efforts into other remote areas. Increasesinillegal foot and
vehicle traffic would result in damages to wildlife habitat. These damages would be expected to be offset,
however, by the reduced damages from illegal traffic in other areasthat theillegal entrants were avoiding.

4511 Alternative 1. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the ISIS Program

As mentioned in section 4.1.1, this alternative would result in the disturbance of approximately 6,900 acres,
primarily due to road, fence, and vehicle barrier construction projects. This estimate should be considered
as aworst case scenario given that the magjority of acres are impacted by road projects and most of these
road projects are repair or upgrade activities. Thus, the road ROW has been previoudy disturbed.

The majority (64 percent) of the proposed road projects are expected to occur in Texas, primarily in the
western half of the Texas Land Border study area.  Consequently, most of the impacts to vegetation
communities would occur within Chihuahuan desert scrublands. Impacts to vegetation from road projects
are fairly consistent among the other three states: 636 acres in New Mexico; 1,015 acres in Arizona; and
639 acres in Cdifornia. Vegetation communities within the New Mexico study region are comprised of
Chihuahuan desert scrublands. Sonoran desert scrublands would be the primary vegetation community type
impacted in Arizona. California chaparral and California coastal scrub would be the types of habitat that
would be most affected by the proposed road improvement projectsin Caifornia

The operation and maintenance of drag roads may affect vegetation by causing dust to settle on leaves, thus
potentially hindering photosynthesis and evapotranspiration. The magnitude of these effects would depend
upon the frequency of dragging operations, soil type, and weather patterns. Because of the dow speed at
which roads are dragged, it is highly unlikely that collisions with animals would occur. Some species (e.g.,
Sonoran pronghorn) could benefit from the maintenance of drag roads by continuoudy inducing new forb
growth along the edges of the roads. Sonoran pronghorn have aso been observed using drag roads for
resting areas, presumably because the openness allows greater visibility to detect predators (Hervert, 1999).

Fence projects would also dter vegetation communities. The same amount of fence projects are planned for
both Cdifornia and Texas; fence projects in these two states comprise 83 percent of the total miles of
proposed fences. Thus, most of the habitat that would be atered or disturbed would occur within California
chaparra or California coastal scrublands and Chihuahuan desert scrublands. Tamaluipan brushland and
mesquite thornscrub communities would be impacted aong the Lower Rio Grande below Laredo, Texas.
Sonoran desert scrublands in eastern Californiawould be affected a so, but to a much lesser extent.

Some operationa support activities would produce impacts to vegetation communities. Clearing vegetation
for bivouac areas or use of live vegetation for camouflage is prohibited during operational activities. Ground
patrol and terrain denial support missions could affect vegetation communities depending upon the size,
duration and season of the mission. The primary activity within these types of operations that would impact
vegetation would be bivouac activities and off-road vehicle traffic. The actual reconnaissance field
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activities would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts due to the sporadic and short-term
nature of these operations. Trampling and crushing of some vegetation would occur, but al vegetation,
including that located within bivouac areas, would be expected to begin recovery to pre-project conditions
within one year after cessation of the operation.

The remaining operational and all general support services produce negligible to no effect upon vegetation
communities.

4512 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without Implementation of 1SIS Program

Elimination of the additional remote sensing capabilities proposed under this aternative would result in a
negligible reduction (about 60 acres) of habitat impacts. Most of these reductions would occur within the
western portions of the Chihuahuan and Sonoran desert scrublands.

JTF-6 would still be alowed, with SECDEF approval, to provide operational support to INS entities.
Operational support missions, such as ground patrols, would cause temporary effects to vegetation
communities. Vehicular traffic, command centers, bivouac areas, and soakage pits, are some of the
activities associated with operational support missions that could have adverse effects on the vegetation
communities. The magnitude of these effects, and the time it would take for the community to recover,
would depend upon several biotic and abiotic conditions including, habitat type, size of the area, season that
activity occurred, weather patterns prior to and after the action, and previous condition of the community.

JTF-6 would also continue to provide engineering support for such actions as obstacles courses, weapons
training ranges, kennels, communication towers, and small administration buildings. The magnitude of the
adverse impacts to vegetation communities would vary depending upon the type, size and location of the
project. With the possible exception of weapons training ranges and some communication towers, most of
these types of minor construction projects would be expected to occur in previoudy disturbed areas,
adjacent to existing administration facilities.

4513 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and Implementation of the ISIS Program

Implementation of this aternative would result in significant reductions of habitat impacts, compared to
Alternatives 1 and 2. INS construction activities under this aternative would be limited to installation of the
ISIS systems.  These actions would alter approximately 60 acres throughout the entire study corridor. Thus,
changes to the vegetation communities would be inconsequential.

JTF-6 would till provide operational support services to USBP and other INS entities, which would result
in temporary disturbances to vegetation communities. These impacts would be the same as those described
in section 4.5.1, above.

4514 Alternative 4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and Implementation of the SIS
Program

Impacts to vegetation under this scenario would be dightly less than that described for Alternative 1. The
elimination of the operational support activities would be the reason for the reductions. However, as
indicated in the Alternative 1 discussion, operational activities would cause minor, temporary effects to
vegetation. Thus, the differencesin vegetation impacts of the two are negligible.
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4515 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative

Implementation of the No Action alternative would eliminate direct adverse effects to vegetation
communities along the border since no JTF-6 engineering and operational support actions would occur.
However, indirect adverse effects may increase due to the continued and increasing illegal vehicle and foot
traffic, wildfires, and erosion. Furthermore, no additiona information regarding habitat types occurring
along the border would be gathered by biologists providing servicesto INS/JTF-6.

45.2 Fish and Wildlife Resour ces

With the exception of the abundant aguatic and marine environs aong the Texas Gulf of Mexico and
Cdlifornia Pacific coasts, permanent aquatic habitats are rare within the study corridor. The Rio Grande in
Texas and New Mexico, Colorado River in Arizona and California, and Tijuana River in California are the
major waterbodies occurring within the U.S/Mexico border area. Between 1994 and 1999, JTF-6 and INS
projects have directly affected three permanent waterbodies which are capable of supporting aquatic
organisms. an unnamed stream along Maroon Valey Road, Spring Canyon, and the Tijuana River. The
projects affecting Spring Canyon and the Tijuana River are currently under construction and will be
discussed in more detail in the cumulative impacts section. All of these aguatic communities are located in
San Diego County, California. Currently, the INSis planning to construct seven boat ramps along the lower
Rio Grande to facilitate deterrence and enforcement of illegal entries. The location and design of these
ramps are yet undetermined, although less than one acre of water bottom would be expected to be disturbed
a each boat ramp. The hard substrate provided by the boat ramp would eventually support populations of
periphyton and provide protective and feeding structure for nektonic species.

Erosion and sedimentation from border roads constructed along the Rio Grande and other waterbodies could
cause indirect effects upon fish populations. The magnitude of these effects are not known at present and
would depend upon the efficiency of erosion control measures emplaced, time of year, distance from a
permanent water body, and current quality conditions of the water body. Upgrading of some border roads
would have beneficia effects upon fish populations by reducing erosional and sedimentation problems. For
example, JTF-6 rerouted roads near Candeleria, Texas and the Campo-Tecate, California area that had been
congtructed immediately adjacent to streambeds. These roads had continuously experienced erosion
problems during severe thunderstorms and/or flood events, with the concomitant effects of turbidity and
sedimentation within the streams. These roads were allowed to naturally revegetate once they were routed
out of the riparian communities. These actions decreased the erosion along the abandoned roadway and
provided an additional vegetative buffer between the new roads and the streams.

Water crossings and boat ramps are the only actions that would directly impact aquatic ecosystems. As
mentioned above, some structures placed in permanent water bodies would provide beneficial effects to
benthic and periphyton communities. Wildlife populations, on the other hand, would be expected to incur
some disturbances as well as direct and indirect losses due to INS and JTF-6 actions, as discussed in the
following paragraphs. Substantial increases in boat traffic, if it occurs, could potentialy affect some
wildlife species, particularly ocelot and jaguarandi which use the riparian habitat along the Rio Grande.
These effects would need to be addressed in project specific NEPA documents tiened to this SPEIS.

4521 Alternative 1. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the I SIS Program

JTF-6 operationa support activities will result in minor and temporary disturbances to wildlife populations.
Ground patrol and terrain denial exercises could disrupt wildlife populations, particularly if conducted
during breeding or nesting seasons. The mgjority (75 percent) of these types of exercises have been ground
patrol activities which are typically smaller and less intrusive than the terrain denial activities. Since 1989,
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only 28 terrain denial operations have been conducted, each of which encompassed an area large enough to
produce troop densities of about one military personnel per two to four square miles. Weapons training
activities during the terrain denia operations are performed at established firing ranges only. Other
operational and al general support activities would not be expected to adversdy impact wildlife
populations.

JTF-6 engineering support missions could result in the ateration of up to 6,900 acres of vegetation
communities, thus producing concomitant effects upon wildlife populations. Construction of roads, fences
and large facilities (e.g., USBP checkpoint) would have the greatest adverse effect on wildlife. Tables 4-3
and 4-4 present estimates of individual wildlife that would be lost due to the alteration of habitats within the
Chihuahuan and Sonoran desert scrublands, respectively. These two major biomes were used in the impact
analysis since they cover the magjority of the study area and most of the projects would be located within
these two biomes. It should be emphasized however, that these are worst case estimates for the entire 5-year
period. Since this is a programmatic document, the timing, type and location of specific projects are not
known at the present time. Road construction projects typically involve repair or improvements rather than
new construction. Many repair and upgrade missions stay within the existing right-of-way and, thus, would
not result in additional alterations of the surrounding habitat. It should also be noted that these losses could
potentially occur throughout the 40 million-acre study area and that these individual numbers represent
numerous and various species.

Table 4-3. Potentid Lossesto Wildlife Populations from Habitat Alterations Within
Chihuahuan Desert Scrublands' (Primarily Texas and New Mexico)

Project Type Acres Lizards Birds Small Mammals
Min. Max. Min. Max. Min. Max.
Roads 4,757 9514 66,598 238 4,281 1284 2711
Fences 218 436 3,052 11 196 59 124
Other Projects 72 144 1,008 4 65 19 41
TOTAL 5047 10,094 70,658 253 4,542 1362 2,876

1 Minimum lizard density 2 individuals'acre; Maximum lizard density 14 individuals/'acre;  Minimum bird
density 0.05 individualgacre; Maximum bird density 0.90 individuals/acre; Minimum small mammal density
0.27 individualgacre; Maximum small mammal density 0.57 individualgacre

Source: U.S. Army, 1994 and GSRC

Table 4-4 - Potential Lossesto Wildlife Populations from Habitat Alterations Within Sonoran
Desert Scrublands' (Primarily Arizonaand California)

Project Type Acres Lizards Birds Small Mammals
Average Average Min. Max.
Roads 1,651 130,429 1,387 14,859 29,718
Fences 179 14,141 150 1,611 3,222
Other Projects 8 632 7 72 144
TOTAL 1,838 145,202 1,544 16,542 33,084

1 Lizard density 79 individualS/acre; hird density 0.84 individualsacre; minimum mammal density 9
individuals/acre; maximum mammal density 18 individuals/acre

Source: U.S. Army, 1994 and GSRC
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Roads and fences can result in other, indirect impacts. Improved roads, by design, would increase the speed
at which vehicles can travel and may increase traffic as well. Higher vehicular speeds could decrease the
response time for wildlife to avoid the vehicles, thus, increasing the number of accidental wildlife deaths.
The roads could even become an attractant to some species such as snakes and killdeer. Fences would serve
as a barrier to wildlife species; the magnitude of this effect would depend upon the fence design and
location. Fences that would be barriers to wildlife are generaly constructed at or near POEs, which are
located within very developed areas. Conseguently, such fences would not be expected to have a significant
effect on wildlife movement. Vehicle barriers would not impede wildlife movement nor remove/ater
significant amounts of wildlife habitat.

On the other hand, roads and fences have afforded protection to some wildlife species and other sensitive
resources. Fences do significantly reduce illegal entries and, indirectly, reduce the amount of foot traffic
within wildlife communities on the U.S. side of the border. Similarly, improved roads have increased the
efficiency of USBP agents to apprehend illegal entrants. Less illega traffic results in fewer off-road
impacts to wildlife populations.

The potential for accidental fires caused by cataytic converters increases under this aternative due to
improved access to remote areas and an increase in patrol vehiclesand trips. To reduce this potential, USBP
agents would be made aware of these hazards and attempt to park on bare ground while at observation
points and reduce idling time, where practicable. Any firesthat do occur will beimmediately reported to the
proper authorities.

Lights can have detrimental effects on wildlife populations by altering circadian rhythms, disrupting
dispersal courses, and increasing potential to predation. Some nocturnal predators (e.g., toads, bats, geckos,
and some insectivorous birds) may benefit from lighting projects by concentrating insects that are attracted
to the lights. The magnitude of the effects of lighting projects would depend upon the season, duration,
location, intensity, and direction of the lighting as well as the presence of protected species. Some protected
species, such as ocelots and jaguarundi, could incur disruptions to their normal behavior. More discussions
regarding these species are presented later in section 4.6.

4522 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without Implementation of SIS Program

Alternative 2 would result in virtually the same impacts to wildlife populations due to the implementation of
Alternative 1. However, the potential adverse effects from lighting projects would be reduced or eliminated
under this alternative, depending upon whether lighting is part of the overall ISIS program within a specific
area. Elimination of other 1SIS components would not result in significant reductions in wildlife impacts.

4523 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and Implementation of the SIS Program

If Alternative 3 were implemented, the magjor JTF-6 engineering and operational projects would not occur
and, consequently, the potential impacts to wildlife populations would be significantly reduced. The
potential impacts quantified previoudy in Tables 4-3 and 4-4 would not be incurred.

Some indirect benefits to wildlife would not be redized under this aternative. That is, without the
protection afforded by improved roads, fences, vehicle barriers, and other measures intended to increase the
efficacy of the USBP, the habitats which support wildlife would continue to be subject to heavy foot and
off-road vehicle traffic, erosion and sedimentation, and wildfires set by drug traffickers and other illegal
entrants. Such USBP deterrence enforcement activities have been credited with saving sensitive natural
resources aswell as human lives (Ervine, 1998; Ellingwood and Schoch, 1998).
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4524 Alternative 4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and Implementation of the ISIS
Program

Under this scenario, potential impacts to wildlife would be very similar to those described under
Alternative 1. The minor and temporary effects to wildlife generally caused by JTF-6 operational support
activities would not be incurred under this alternative. General support activities would have no impact
on wildlife populations; however, construction projects provided under JTF-6 engineering support
services would have the same effects as described previoudly in tables 4-3 and 4-4. The indirect,
beneficial effects, as described in Alternative 1, would also be redlized if this alternative would be
implemented.

4525 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative

Since JTF-6 engineering and operational support projects would not happen under the No Action
aternative, direct habitat alterations would not occur and, in turn, impacts to wildlife populations would not
be incurred. However, without the infrastructure needed for the USBP to deter and apprehend illegal
traffickers, wildlife populations would continue to experience losses due to habitat osses caused by off-road
traffic, wildfires, and erosion.

453 Threatened or Endangered Species

Although INS and JTF-6 strive to avoid impacts to Federal and state protected species, three accidents
involving specimens of threatened and endangered species have occurred since 1989. However, beneficia
effects on protected species adso have resulted from JTF-6 actions through habitat protection and
enhancement as well as expanding the knowledge of species distribution and habitat suitability (Ervin, 1998;
Ellingwood and Schoch, 1998). For example, JTF-6 constructed an ocean fence at Imperial Beach which
has reduced illega traffic on the beach where least terns nest. JTF-6 also acquired and planted
approximately 12 acres of coastal sage scrub in San Diego County as mitigation for a project completed in
the early 1990s. As compensation for one of the accidents that occurred prior to 1994, JTF-6, in
consultation with the USFWS, contracted a study at known locations of the Lloyd's mariposa cactus in
southwest Texas. Findings of the study were submitted to the USFWS.

The Yuma Sector of the USBP routinely assists the Arizona Game and Fish Department and USFWS by
providing helicopter reconnaissance during inventories of Sonoran pronghorn. It also appears that Sonoran
pronghorn tend to utilize the USBP drag roads for resting and foraging areas, presumably since the dragging
activities encourage new forb growth (Hervert, 1999).

Improvements to roads in the Otay Mountain area in San Diego County, California, allowed the USBP to
conduct their patrol activities more effectively, significantly curtailing the amount of illegal cross-country
traffic that was occurring in this area. The illegal entrants had caused a great deal of damage to native
vegetation, much of which is contained within Wilderness Study Areas, by repeated trampling, burning and
cutting.

All NEPA documents prepared by INS and JTF-6 are submitted to the USFWS and appropriate state
resource agency(s) for review. These documents generally contain information regarding the results of
surveys for protected species and/or suitable habitat that may occur within the project area. These surveys
and the resultant information would not typically be available to the resource agencies without the efforts of
INS and JTF-6. For example, INS is recently prepared Biological Assessments as part of Section 7
consultation for the USBP Yuma and Tucson Sector operations. These assessments not only address
potential effects to protected species, but aso identify changes in daily operations that would be
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implemented to avoid or mitigate these effects. INS and JTF-6 will continue to coordinate with the
appropriate U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service field office to address potential impacts to species proposed or
listed as threatened or endangered (including reintroduction or recovery efforts) during the preplanning
stages and/or prior to undertaking site-specific activities related to the preferred aternative.

Since 1994, only one incident involving Federally protected species occurred. A JTF-6 military unit
providing engineering support in 1994 to the USBP in San Diego County was erroneoudy informed to
dispose of excess borrow material in an area that contained vernal pools. Verna pools not only are a
valuable wetland resource, but also support populations of San Diego button celery (Eryngium aristulatum
var. parishii). JTF-6 immediately began coordination with the USFWS and USEPA for restoration of the
pools. All foreign material (dirt, cobbles, and boulders) was meticulously removed; the final stages of
removal were al performed by hand to ensure that the clay pan of the vernal pool was not disturbed. A 2-
year monitoring study was conducted to ensure that the habitat was restored and the San Diego button celery
populations were not in jeopardy. The study concluded that the San Diego button celery populations were
probably at higher densities than “pre-project” conditions. An additional benefit was that 1-2 new vernal
pools were inadvertently created by heavy equipment used during the restoration activities (U.S. Army,
1996).

Two other incidents occurred prior to 1994. These incidents occurred even though the areas supporting the
protected species had been marked as off-limits areas. All of these incidents were caused by
miscommunications. JTF-6 has since intensified and expanded its environmental briefing and training
programs to ensure such incidents do not occur. As a result, no incidents have occurred in the past five
years.

4531 Alternative 1. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the ISIS Program

As mentioned previoudly, INS and JTF-6 plan and design projects to avoid adverse impacts, especiadly to
threatened or endangered species. Professiona biologists are utilized by INS and JTF-6 to survey proposed
and alternate routes and locations in order to locate and avoid areas that support protected species. Although
only about 10 feet of vegetation on either side of an existing road is disturbed by repair/upgrading activities,
the biologists are required to survey an entire ROW of 50-100 feet to ensure identification of al protected
species and/or their suitable habitat within the potential area of effect. Whenever such areas are located, the
biologists flag the area to ensure that construction units avoid the sites.  Flagging is removed upon
completion of the construction to eliminate the potential of attracting attention to the area.  Additionally,
professiona biologists may provide monitoring on some activities during the construction phase,
particularly for road, range and fence projects, to further reduce the potential of accidental impacts on
protected species. The use of monitors is especially useful in avoiding impacts to protected animal species
that may occur outside the ROW but have the potentid to traverse the area during construction. No such
occurrences have been reported as yet and due to the relative short duration of construction (conducted
during daylight hours only) and the narrow, linear feature of most construction project areas, no indirect
impacts to protected species would be expected outside the construction ROW.

Lighting projects may have the potential to adversely effect some protected species and INS is currently
conducting studies to determine the magnitude of these potential impacts and any mitigation feature that
may be required. The results of these studies will be considered and incorporated to any future lighting
project performed by INS or JTF-6.

New road construction into or through areas that were previously not accessible to the genera public could
invite or encourage poaching of rare plants and animals. Road upgrading could also encourage trespassing
where public roads traverse private lands. The magnitude of this impact would depend upon the proximity
of the road to urbanized areas, and efficiency of law enforcement activities. In this regard, road
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upgrading/construction operations are intended to enhance patrol activities and, thus, should facilitate
reductionsin poaching and trespassing.

4532 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without Implementation of 1SIS Program

As is the case of the Alternative 1 actions, no impacts would be expected to occur to threatened or
endangered species if Alternative 2 would be implemented. INS and JTF-6 would make every effort
practicable to ensure avoidance of protected species and their habitat. INS and JTF-6 would also continue
to use professional biologists to confirm or refute the presence/absence of protected species or suitable
habitat. For mgjor construction projects where protected species are known or presumed to occur, INS and
JTF-6 would continue to use biologists to monitor construction progress, as deemed necessary. Such
assessments would be coordinated with USFWS and the appropriate state resource agency. This aternative
would eliminate any potential of adverse effectsto protected species from lighting projects.

4533 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and Implementation of the SIS Program

Implementation of this aternative would eliminate mogt, if not al, potential impacts (direct and inadvertent)
to threatened or endangered species caused by JTF-6 engineering support projects. The greatest factor
jeopardizing the majority of protected species is the loss or alteration of habitat. This aternative would
significantly reduce major construction activities and consequentially reduce the potentiad to impact
protected species habitats and/or individual specimens of protected species. However, given the
environmental design features employed by INS and JTF-6 to avoid impacts to protected species, the
potential direct impacts (i.e. loss of individual specimens) should never be realized.

Potential impacts to protected species from lighting projects would remain an issue. That potential could
increase due to the need to increase lights if roads, fences, and other barriers are not provided. Without the
engineering activities, however, illegal foot and vehicle traffic would probably increase, thereby producing
long term adverse effects to protected species. Use of other types of lighting, such as low sodium vapor
lights, could be used to mitigate the illumination effects on wildlife.

4534 Alternative 4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and Implementation of the SIS
Program

Since JTF-6 operational support missions would have minimal potential to impact threatened or endangered
species, implementation of this aternative would produce similar effects to protected species as those
described under Alternative 1. As mentioned previoudy, JTF-6 operational support actions typically result
in minor and temporary disturbances to vegetation communities and wildlife populations in general. The
differences, therefore, between alternatives 1 and 3 relative to threatened and endangered species effects is
negligible.

4535 Alternative 5. No. Action

Direct impacts to protected species would be eliminated upon implementation of this aternative. Indirect
effects would continue due to off-road traffic, wildfires, poaching, and erosion. The rate of these effects
could increase as road conditions deteriorate and USBFP's efforts to patrol remote areas are hampered or
precluded. No new information regarding threatened or endangered species and their habitats would be
collected from INS and JTF-6 project surveys.
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4.6 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

INS and JTF-6 activities generaly result in beneficial impacts to local, regional and national economies.
The diversity of projects performed by INS and JTF-6 implies that socioeconomic impacts would vary
considerably. Some projects have very small construction and operational impacts while others are more
substantial in terms of construction costs, impacts, and project magnitude. The actual construction activity
impacts are usually very localized due to the temporary nature of the construction activities and the fact that
JTF-6 provides labor for these projects. Consequently, the purchase of construction materials and supplies
(increasein local sales and income) istypically the primary, direct economic effect in the project vicinity.

Although construction impacts are temporary in nature, the effects associated with implementation of
INS/JTF-6 projects are expected to continue for the economic life of the project. All actions provide
socioeconomic benefits from increased detection, deterrence, and interdiction of illegal drug smuggling
activities with concomitant benefits of reduced enforcement costs, losses to persona properties, violent
crimes, and entitlement programs. These actions can also have direct positive benefits from increased
economic activity. In addition, though not part of the JTF-6 mission, JTF-6 activitiesimprove the capability
of USBP agents to police immigration activities and thereby provide socioeconomic side-benefits from
reduced illegal immigration.

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations’ required each Federa agency to identify and address,
as appropriate, disproportionate adverse effects of its proposed actions on minority populations and low-
income communities.

As indicated in the Environmental Baseline Documents (INS/JTF-6 1999) and summarized in sections
3.1.10, 3.2.10, 3.3.10, 3.4.10, and 3.5.9 of this SPEIS, the entire border region is characterized by high
minority populations. Within the Texas land border alone (the largest of the study corridors), the minority
populations represent 78 percent of the total counties' population (U.S. Army 1998c). The economic status
and population density or composition of the communities does not differ greatly among cities of
comparable size within the study area. None of the projects proposed or completed to date would/has
displace or residences or commercial structures. Therefore, Siting of future projects would not be expected
to disproportionately affect minority and/or low-income populations. Furthermore, implementation of any of
the alternatives would enhance the probability of success for the INS/USBP athough the levels of enhanced
success would vary among aternative. This increased success in controlling illegal drug activity would
benefit al populations, regardless of income, nationality or ethnicity.

In addition, construction activities would have short term, but positive impacts on local economies from
sales of construction materials, other project expenditures, and temporary employment. Long term positive
impacts would occur on local, regiona and national levels by the reduction of illegal immigrants and drug
trafficking and the associated social costs. Future site-specific NEPA documents tiened to this SPEIS would
be required to address environmental justice issues of that project within the region.

Effects to the aesthetics and/or qudlity of life could be incurred in certain regions that experience significant
new construction actions or increases in patrolling activities. These effects can be either positive or negative,
depending upon an individual’s judgement. The magnitude of adverse effects, however, would be expected
to increase in remote areas rather than in urban or developed areas. Increases in patrolling activities as well
as construction activities near wilderness areas, parks, National monuments, and other such sensitive areas
would cause the greatest adverse effects, although the impacts are difficult to quantify.
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Each dternative would require the use of military troops in the border region, as directed by the National
Defense Authorization Act and the President’s National Drug Control Strategy. The number of troops
and/or missions would vary grestly among the alternatives, as described in Section 2, and depending upon
the type of support provided under the selected aternative. For instance, operational support could require
as few as 2-3 personnd (for LP/OP support) to as high as 450 personnel (for terrain denial support). Large
congtruction engineering missions would typically have and average of 80-120 personnel. It should be re-
emphasized that JTF-6 units are not armed and rely solely on the USBP agents to provide security for the
military personnel.

It is highly likely that illegal entrants will attempt to avoid fences, vehicle barriers, and other impediments
by choosing to enter areas that are remote and foreboding. Lives have been lost because persons were not
adequately prepared for the harsh desert environment; the possibility of other deaths to occur would increase
as people take greater chances. However, the detection and apprehension mission of INS has evolved to
include the cooperation and coordination with other emergency services to rescue illegal entrants before
they get into life-threatening situations. In fact, such rescues have become a daily occurrence aong the
border.

46.1 Alternativel. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the | SIS Program

Positive impacts on socioeconomic resources would be greatest from Alternative 1 because of temporary
localized benefits from construction activities and long term local and nationwide benefits from the law
enforcement assistance provided by these items. Direct expenditures from INS construction projects and
JTF-6 support actions have direct benefits within the area of the actions. Since the personnel are brought in
on a short-term basis and some materials and supplies are brought into the local areas, the expenditures
occurring within the local areas are typicaly relatively small. The expenditures that do occur within the
local areas are subject to economic multiplier effects.

The direct impacts from locally purchased materials would have indirect and induced multiplier impacts
within the regional economy. Table 4-5 provides multiplier indices for severa counties within the study
area. As can be seen from this table, economic multipliers are quite varied, ranging from 1.25 to over 3.0.
Areas with large populations and diverse economies, such as El Paso, Texas, and San Diego, Cdifornia,
have high multipliers. Rurd areas with small population densities and narrow economic bases have small
multipliers since needed labor and materials must be imported to the area. The multiplier indicates the tota
impact of an action or project as estimated from the direct expenditures. For example, if the direct local
expenditures of an action are $1,000,000 and the multiplier for the area of impact is 2.0, then the tota
impact on sales within the affected area would be $2,000,000. The overall impact on local sales, income
and employment from a hypothetical construction project is aso demonstrated in Table 4-5.

As indicated previoudly, the greatest need for construction projects to satisfy the INSUSBP mission isin
Texas. Thus, the mgjority of direct economic benefits would be experienced in this state. At thistime, New
Mexico would incur the least amount of these benefits. JTF-6 operational and general support actions tend
to increase short-term employment, income and sales within local areas due to direct expenditures but at
levelsthat are insignificant.

The National Drug Control Strategy (Office of National Drug Control Policy, 1998) projects up to 1,000
new USBP agents should be hired over the next 10 years. Filling these new positions would increase
employment, income and sales within local and regional economies both directly and indirectly. The
magnitude of these effects would depend upon the size and economic condition of the community affected,
the number of positions filled, and the number of local persons hired to fill the positions. As discussed in
Chapter 1 of this SPEIS, these new agents will require new and/or upgraded infrastructure (e.g., roads,
fences, ISIS, etc.) in order to effectively perform their duties.
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All INS and JTF-6 actions provide socioeconomic benefits from increased detection, deterrence, and
interdiction of illegal drug smuggling activities with concomitant benefits of reduced enforcement costs,
losses to personal properties, violent crimes, and entitlement programs.  The annual cost of illegal drugs to
our society is about $67 billion.  The cost of incarceration of drug-related criminas alone exceeds $19
billion. Since 1990, drug-related deaths have increased by 42 percent, dthough illegal drug use has
remained fairly stable over the same period. Enforcement activities have had a significant effect on illegal
drug trafficking. Incarceration of drug offenders increased by 95 percent during the period between 1989
and 1995. The amount of cocaine available for consumption in the U.S. dropped during the same period by
31 to 34 percent. Since more than half of the cocaine consumed in the U.S. enters the country across the
southwestern border, such effective enforcement actions would have significant beneficial impacts on the
areas dong the border (Office of National Drug Control Policy, 1998).

Table 4-5. Economic Multipliersfor Selected Counties

Example Impact of $1,000,000 Hypothetical Construction Project

County, State Major City  Multiplier  Saes(9$) Income ($) Employment
Cameron, TX Harlingen 2.35 $1,148,000 $379,000 22
Starr, TX 1.49 418,000 163,000 18
Webb, TX Laredo 2.03 879,000 291,000 17
Va Verde, TX Dd Rio 1.70 594,000 245,000 16
El Paso, TX El Paso 2.59 1,358,000 434,000 23
Hidalgo, NM 1.32 273,000 134,000 9
Dona Ana, NM Las Cruces 1.88 747,000 303,000 17
Yuma, AZ 1.77 653,000 261,000 13
Pima, AZ Tucson 2.77 1,513,000 542,000 28
Imperial, CA 1.68 577,000 221,000 10
San Diego, CA San Diego 3.07 1,765,000 596,000 25

Source: U.S. Army, 1994.

Increased detection and apprehension of illegal immigrants would also have beneficia effects on locd,
regional and national economies. James (1991) indicated that public education alone of illegal immigrants
cost the American taxpayers $2.7 to $3.4 billion annually. Because the exact number of undocumented
persons residing in the U.S. can not be ascertained, it is difficult to accurately estimate the number of
entitlement programs that are affected by illegal immigrants and the costs to each of these programs. James
(1991) reported that up to 32 percent of undocumented persons have applied for and received Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC) coupons; about 15 percent received unemployment insurance compensation;
and nearly 10 percent received food stamps. Some citizens and private organizations have expressed
concerns regarding the use of troops aong the border. While this issue is controversia, as indicated in the
summary, it should be emphasized that all JTF-6 units would comply strictly with the Posse Commitatius
Act, JCS Instruction 3121-02 (Rules on the Use of Force by DoD Personnel during Military Operations
Providing Support to Law Enforcement Agencies Conducting Counter-Drug Operations in the United
States), and other applicable laws. Implementation of the preferred aternative would result in the greatest
potentia of high numbers of troops working along the border, since it would provide full JTF-6 support.
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4.6.2 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without Implementation of 1 SIS Program

Socioeconomic benefits to local economies that would result from implementation of Alternative 2 would
be similar to those described for Alternative 1 since only very minor construction actions (e.g., RVS and
communication towers) would be eliminated. The larger construction actions would still be completed with
the concomitant direct benefits due to local sales, temporary labor, and income. The indirect benefits would
also be reduced, since the overall enforcement strategy would not be accomplished. The magnitude of this
reduction would be difficult if not impossible to quantify since data are not maintained concerning detection
and apprehensions by type of enforcement method. If the efficacy of the USBP is adversely affected by the
elimination of the remote sensing methods, more illegal drugs and immigrants would be able to enter the
United States undetected, which, in turn would result in increases in crime, non-productivity, domestic
violence, and costs of social programs. This aternative would result in the same controversies regarding
military units along the border as Alternative 1. Both alternatives provide full JTF-6 support.

46.3 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and Implementation of the ISI'S Program

If Alternative 3 is implemented, most major construction activities and, thus, the local and regiona
economic effects, would be eliminated. Since JTF-6 would continue to provide operational support to INS
entities, Alternative 3 would have some direct, but lower, positive local impacts from related expenditures.
The magnitude of these effects would depend upon the size and duration of the operational support
activities. An LP/OP mission typically would require significantly less expenditures than a large terrain
denia exercise. Still, the overdl enforcement strategy could not be achieved under this aternative.
Therefore, long term local and nationwide benefits from reductions in illega drug smuggling and
immigration, would be smaller than from Alternatives 1 and 2. This is primarily due to the lack of
infrastructure (e.g., roads, fences, vehicle barriers) that facilitate the deterrence and apprehension of illegal
trafficking. Controversies regarding military units along the border would till occur with implementation
of Alternative 3. The magnitude of this controversy would be reduced somewhat, since engineering support
would be eliminated. Engineering support is more visible to the public and typically has greater durations
than operational support activities.

4.6.4 Alternative4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and I mplementation of the
SIS Program

Implementation of Alternative 4 would produce similar socioeconomic effects as described under
Alternative 1. Local expenditures and the synergistic multiplier effects would occur as aresult of the JTF-6
engineering support projects. Installation of 1SIS components would facilitate the detection and deterrence
of illega drug traffickers and combined with infrastructure to assist in preventing and apprehending illegal
entrants, the socioeconomic benefits to the region and Nation would be redized. However, a dight
reduction in these benefits would occur as a result of the elimination of the JTF-6 operational missions.
Aeria reconnaissance missions (manned and unmanned) would not occur under this scenario. These
missions are vital to detecting illegal activities (e.g., marijuana crops, methamphetamine laboratories,
staging of future smuggling operations). Without such intelligence data, the USBP would be less effective in
their apprehension of illegal drug trafficking and more narcotics will enter the United States society.
Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in the same controversy, regarding use of military troops, as
Alternative 1, however, the controversies would probably be dightly less due to the eimination of
operational support activities.
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46,5 Alternative5. No Action

The No Action Alternative would have negative impacts on socioeconomic resources. These impacts occur
due to the continuation and possible increase of illegal drug smuggling and associated sales and use. Illegal
immigration would continue to rise and, consequently, social program costs would experience increases.
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would also not provide any economic benefits to local and
regional economies that would be derived from construction activities and related expenditures. The No
Action Alternative would eliminate the controversy surrounding the use of military troops for support
activities along the border.

4.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The American southwest is very diverse and rich with prehistoric and historic resources. Consequently, the
potential presence of properties digible for listing on the NRHP is high. INS and JTF-6 provide surveys of
all congtruction sites (temporary and permanent) prior to commencement of construction activities to ensure
that significant sites are avoided to the maximum extent practicable. If a ste is unavoidable, other
mitigation measures, such as data recovery or buria, are implemented with the concurrence of the
appropriate State Higtoric Preservation Office (SHPO), as well as Tribal Governments and BIA, as
applicable. By instituting the process of avoidance as the primary procedure, combined with mitigation and
monitors during construction activities, INS and JTF-6 actions have resulted in only limited impacts to
cultural resources within the study area. Cumulative impacts to these and other resources are discussed later
in this chapter. Mitigation programs employed by INS and JTF-6 are described in Chapter 5.

4.7.1 Alternative 1. Full JTF-6 Support to INS, including the I SI S Program

Congtruction activities that would occur under Alternative 1 would have the highest potential to impact
cultural resources. As mentioned above, surveys, performed by professiona archeologists, would provide
the greatest assurance that sites could be avoided. Other mitigative measures such as construction monitors
would provide a second level of protection.

Density of sites vary greatly throughout the southwest depending upon topography, available water sources,
available sources for tool-making, and suitable habitat/wildlife populations. However, for comparison
purposes, if it is assumed that the average site density is 0.75 site per linear mile of ROW, then Alternative 1
would have the potential to impact about 1,832 cultura resources sites. It should be emphasized that most
of the road and fence projects performed by INS and JTF-6 are repair and upgrade projects. Therefore, most
of the sites that would be encountered have been previoudy disturbed.

Subsequent road maintenance activities and routine dragging procedures along drag roads have the potential
to affect cultural resources sites. The requesting USBP Sector or Station has the responsibility for
maintenance of the road upon completion of the construction/upgrade, and thus responsibility to ensure that
sengitive resources, as identified in the NEPA documentation, is not impacted. Similarly, NEPA
documentation for drag roads also identify sensitive sites; USBP agents should be aware of these areas and,
through consultation with the appropriate Native American Nations, develop procedures to avoid effects to
these sites.

On the other hand, the surveys and analysis performed by INS and JTF-6 archeologists significantly add to

our knowledge base of the history and prehistory of the southwest. Without these activities and the surveys
required by INS/JTF-6, much of this information would never be obtained or would be improperly
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recovered by amateur archeologists. Thisis especialy true on private lands where there are no requirements
for the landowner to conduct routine surveys.

4.7.2 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without | mplementation of SIS Program

Potential impacts to cultural resources under Alternative 2 would be very similar to those described for
Alternative 1. The location of proposed construction projects would have to be surveyed for cultura
resources prior to construction and, thus, sensitive resources would probably be avoided. Thus the
beneficia effects of obtaining knowledge regarding cultural resources would be readlized. The extent of the
congtruction sites associated with I1SIS components is typically very small. Elimination of this program
under Alternative 2 would reduce the chances of affecting cultural resources on less than 60 acres
throughout the entire study corridor.

4.7.3 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and I mplementation of the | SIS Program

If this dternative was implemented, the potential to affect cultural resources would be negligible. Mogt of
the actions which require ground disturbances would be eliminated. Installation of the ISIS facilities could
potentially affect sensitive resources, however, the proposed project area would be surveyed prior to
construction of the 1SIS tower/facility. Since these facilities occupy such small footprints, they could easily
be shifted/relocated to avoid disturbances to cultural resource sites.

JTF-6 would continue to provide operational support service to INS entities. LP/OP missions typically
produce minimal impacts to historic properties since these are temporarily-used sites that must appear to be
undisturbed. Clearing of the areafor bivouac areasis prohibited during JTF-6 operational activities. Ground
patrol and terrain denial operations are not likely to affect historic propertiesif bivouac areas are maintained
away from historic sites which have foundations and other features. The actual patrolling and
reconnaissance field activities would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts due to the sporadic
and short-term nature of these operations. JTF-6 would continue to require that any area subject to ground
disturbances be surveyed by professional archeologists prior to implementation of the proposed action.
These surveys, combined with archeological monitors when needed, would ensure no significant effects to
sensitive resources would occur.

4.74 Alternative4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and Implementation of the
SIS Program

Potential effectsto cultural resources upon implementation of Alternative 4 would be essentially the same as
those described for Alternative 1. As discussed in Section 4.5.3.4, operational support actions would be
unlikely to result in adverse effects to historic or prehistoric sites and properties. Consequently, elimination
of these actions would not create much difference between the two aternatives.

475 Alternative 5. No Action

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would eliminate any potential to directly affect cultura
resources by construction and operational support projects. Indirect effects from erosiona forces would
continue if road improvements are not accomplished. No additional information regarding the cultura
history of the southwest would be obtained by INSor JTF-6.
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4.8 CUMULATIVEIMPACTS

This section of the SPEIS addresses the cumulative impacts associated with the JTF-6 support services
provided to INS. Thisanaysis considers the impacts that have occurred due to past projects as well asthose
anticipated for the 5-year period. The discussions are presented for each aternative. The various resources
that would be impacted are addressed within each alternative discussion.

The 1994 INS/JTF-6 PEIS estimated that between 1989 and 1994, about 2,400 acres of land had been
disturbed by their engineering and operational support activities. The vast mgjority of this land was
comprised of semi-desert scrub and grasdand habitats. The PEIS also projected that over 300 miles of road
would need to be constructed or improved each year (total of 1,500 miles) between 1994 and 1999. The
acreage anticipated to be impacted with this type of construction activity alone was estimated to be over
3,600. Table 4-6 presents the projects that were actually completed during this period. The total number of
acres (2,005) impacted for al construction activitiesis about 55 percent of that projected for the 1994-1999
road projects. However, not all of these projects were completed and some were redesigned during the
congtruction phase, which resulted in fewer acres being impacted. JTF-6 estimates that of the 646 miles of
proposed road projects, about 415 (64 percent) were actually completed. This reduction alone would
decrease the amount of land/habitat disturbed by approximately 700 acres, thus, the cumulative amount of
land impacted by INS and JTF-6 activities since 1989 is 3,705 (2,005 — 700 + 2,400) acres. This amount
approximates the projected amount for the past five years alone, which substantiates previous statements
regarding these estimates as worst-case scenarios.

It should be noted also that several of the road projects presented in Table 4-6 indicate much less damage
per mile of road construction/improvement than was used in the impact analysis presented in previous
subsections. For example, the 1996 Otay Mountain Road project impacted about one acre of chamise
chaparral habitat, although the road was 25 mileslong. Thisimprovement project had very strict limitations
to stay within the existing roadbeds due to sensitive biological resources. Again, this supports assumptions
that projected impacts presented herein should be considered as worse case scenarios.

Figure 4-1 depicts the number of engineering projects anticipated in 1994 relative to those actualy
completed during the past five years. Asindicated in thisfigure, the number of road projects estimated to be
needed far exceeded the number completed. Training ranges, on the other hand, exceed the number
projected to be needed. It should be noted, however, that the majority of the training range projects were
expansion to or improvements of existing ranges.

Other congtruction projects completed during this same time frame included 16 buildings, five dog kennels,
and seven lighting projects. While these types of projects were addressed in the 1994 PEIS, their numbers
were not projected since it was anticipated that they would comprise a very low percentage of the
engineering activities. The numbers of engineering projects depicted in this figure a so include engineering
design and engineering assessment/feasibility studies. These types of projects do not have impacts on the
human or natural environmental and thus are not included in Table 4-6.

Positive cumulative benefits have resulted from INS/JTF-6 activities as well. Additional knowledge
regarding numerous threatened or endangered species locations, distribution, and life requisites has been
obtained through surveys and monitoring efforts associated with INS/JTF-6 actions. The INS/JTF-6
activities completed from 1994 to 1999 have provided information on over 100 new cultura resources
considered to be potentially eligible for NRHP listing. Erosion has been alleviated on hundreds of miles of
road and fences have precluded illegal foot and vehicular traffic through environmentally sensitive aress.
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Figure 4-1. Number of JTF-6 Engineering Projects, 1994-1998
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Table4-6 —INS/JTF-6 Projects Evaluated 1994-1999

JTE-6/INS Project (Y ear)

USBP Check Points ('97)
Multi-tiered Pilot Fence

Douglas Light Poles ('98)

Spring Canyon Fence (1.6 mile) ('98)
San Y sidro Lane Improvements ('98)
Operation Rio Grande ("98-99)
YumaLights ("99)

Naco Lights ("99)

San Diego Fence ('99-00)
Campo-Jacumba ('94)

BORTAC Range ('95)
Otay Mountain Road ('96)
Multi-agency Weapons Training ('96)
Tecate-Campo Road ('97)
Naco-Douglas Road ('97)
Calexico Fence ('97)

Y uma Fence ('98)

Laredo Roads ('98)

Marfa Road ('98)

Van Horn Road ('99)
Columbus Road ('99)

Tota

Road

67

28
25

3
54

239.8
91.5
130
75

718.3

No. of Miles
Combined

Fence

21

17

2.5
5.75

36.4

Number of Tota
Lights RVS Acres

11

5

66 5

16 120
1

656 15 220

2

20 5

5.4 327
65

5

1
15
13
5
17
3.3 9
738
38
130
269

10.3 742 15 2005

Vegetation Type

Creosote chamise chaparral
Chihuahuan desert scrub; mesguite
Scrub

Coastal scrub; riparian; desert scrub
Developed

cropland, riparian, thornscrub
Sonoran desert scrublands

Disturbed

Coastal scrub, chamise chaparral, saltmarsh
Disturbed; Chihuahuan desert scrublands;
mesquite creosote; grama grassands
Disturbed; creosote scrub

Chamise chaparral

Non-native grassands; disturbed
chaparral; floodplain; desert scrubland
Grassland/scrub

Disturbed

Disturbed

Disturbed grassands semi-desert
Grasslands Chihuahuan desert

Scrub; oak riparian; creosote-tarbush
Disturbed; sotol-ocotillo

Note: NEPA documentation has been completed or is ongoing; construction activities of completed NEPA studies may still be on-going.



Long term indirect cumulative effects have occurred and would continue to occur. However, these effects,
both beneficial and adverse, are difficult, if not impossible, to quantify. Reductions in habitat would
undoubtedly create inter- and intra-species competition for available food and shelter and, eventualy,
reductions in some wildlife populations. The increase in lights along the border could aso produce some
long-term cumulative effects, although the magnitude of these effects in some areas is not presently known.
Some species, such as insectivorous bats, may benefit from the concentration of insects that would be
atracted to the lights. Circadian rhythms of other diurnal species, however, may be disturbed enough that
breeding or feeding patterns are skewed, causing synergistic physiological changes. Increased patrol
activities would increase the potential for some wildlife specimens to be accidentally hit and killed. Such
losses would not be expected to result in significant reductions to the populations.

Aeria reconnaissance surveys are unlikely to result in deaths, although some mishaps do occasionaly
occur. Bat roosts, rookeries, raptor eeries, and other such sensitive areas could be impacted if aeria surveys
are conducted at low levels or hovering operations are performed nearby. Normal aircraft operations,
however, should not produce long-term impacts since most animals would habituate to noises caused by
aircraft. Aerial patrolsare not expected to increase significantly; thus, increases in noise levels would not be
expected to significantly increase. In addition, the USBP is currently in the process of purchasing newer,
quieter helicopters which would further reduce any potentia for noise concerns (U.S. Army 1999).

The remainder of this section will address the cumulative effects that would be expected to occur upon
implementation of each of the dternatives. Cumulative effects will aso need to be addressed by each
subsequent NEPA document tiered to this SPEIS. Thisis especially true since regiona cumulative impacts
can be more significant than these dispersed over such alarge project area. For instance, INSis currently in
various stages of constructing and planning a border infrastructure project adong 14 miles in San Diego
County. Direct and indirect effects of this project could alter up to 700 acres of various habitat types. While
this amount would be insignificant over the entire SPEIS project corridor, these effects may be considered
more significant on a regional basis. It would also need to consider any potential conflict with the Multi
Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) that has been prepared for San Diego County (San Diego County,
1998).

4.7.6 Alternative 1. INS Program with Full Support from JTF-6

Since 1989, INS and JTF-6 activities potentially impacted about 3,705 acres (see Table 4-4), primarily due
to congtruction of road and fence projects. These effects combined with the area anticipated to be disturbed
over the period 1999-2004 (see Table 2-1) would amount to approximately 10,600 (3,705+6,900) acres.
Mogt of the past disturbances have occurred in Texas (1,148 acres) and New Mexico (280 acres), followed
by Caifornia (235 acres). The potentia future effects from road constructions would be incurred primarily
in Texas (4,121 acres) and Arizona (1,015 acres). Future fence projects would affect an additional 225
acres. Again most of thiswould occur in Texas (109 acres) and California (109 acres). The total amount of
land expected to be impacted by INS and JTF-6 for the 15-year period would be approximately 10,700
acres. It should be stressed that these projected estimates are very liberal and probably represent a worst-
case scenario. Future projects depend upon several factors including Federal budget constraints,
enforcement needs and reactions to changesin criminal modes of operation, and new technol ogies.

Based on these anticipated projects, the habitat type that has been and would be impacted the most is the
Chihuahuan desert scrublands, which is comprised primarily of creosote-mesquite complexes. Wildlife
populations would be affected directly by reductions in the available habitat and habitat fragmentation and
indirectly by reductions in prey base, increased competition within remaining habitat, and human
disturbances. It should be noted, however, that the total amount of land that would be altered represents less
than 0.05 percent of the total areawithin the project study corridor.
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Congtruction of ISIS towers would increase the potential for raptors to be eectrocuted or to become
entangled in overhead powerlines. Although injuries and desths to raptors due to collision with powerlines
and support (guide) wires do occur, studies have indicated these structures do not present a major problem.
The relative infrequency of collisions is due to the high visua acuity of raptors and the large size of
transmission line conductors (Raptor Research Foundation, Inc., 1996).

The total amount of wetlands that have been impacted by INS/JTF-6 since 1994 has been less than five
acres. Impactsto these valuable habitats were avoided, wherever practicable, which resulted in the very low
acreage figure. Each project that could not avoid wetland effects, however, was coordinated through the
USACE Section 404 permit process with the appropriate regulatory agencies.

Sitedensitiesfor cultural resources are relatively high in the southwestern U.S.; consequently, thereisahigh
potential to have cumulative impacts to these sensitive resources if adequate surveys and proper mitigation
measures are not provided. Future proposed actions would follow a similar strategy of avoidance of
NRHP-€ligible properties so that the actions would result in no adverse impacts to historic properties. The
proposed action would be coordinated with the appropriate SHPO through the Section 106 review process.
INS, JTF-6, or the requesting DLEA will be responsible for any mitigation required for the initial
performance of the project aswell as that required for associated maintenance activities.

Cultural resources sites that remain within roadways could be impacted over the long term by the continual
use of the road. Without proper design and construction of roadbeds and adjacent drainages, intact sites
could be subject to increased erosional problems. Rerouting, burial, and buffer zones are measures that
would be considered to reduce or eliminate potential effects to these resources. If these measures were
deemed impractical, mitigation through data recovery would have to be performed. All mitigation measures
would be coordinated through the appropriate SHPO, Tribal Government and land manager.

Other resources, such as soil, water supplies, and air quality, would be impacted for a short term during and
immediately after completion of major construction projects. None of these resources would be expected to
incur significant cumulative impacts. For example, using the same assumptions presented in section 4.3.1,
the total amount of PMy, emissions produced during the construction of 415 miles of road would be
approximately 430,000 tons. Dispersed over a 2,000-mile corridor and a 5-year period this amount is
inconsequential. None of the projects to date have indicated a potential excursion which could violate air
quality standards, especialy within non-attainment areas. Thus far, no Federal Class | areas have been
affected.

Soils that are denuded during construction activities would be vulnerable to erosion. However, the vast
majority of the road projects are planned to aleviate soil erosion; thus, the cumulative effect to soils should
be beneficial. A reduction in erosional rates would have consequent beneficial results to area surface water
quality by reducing turbidity and biochemical oxygen demands.

Direct cumulative impacts on socioeconomics would be insignificant. The magnitude of the effects would
depend upon the project costs (i.e. local expenditures) and the economic multipliers in the region.
Cumulative indirect effects to socioeconomic resources would be beneficiad and significant. The
completion of Alternative 1 would allow INS and other DLEAS to more efficiently and effectively detect,
deter and apprehend illega traffickers, thereby reducing social costs associated with property damages,
violent crimes, drug treatment and rehabilitation, and entitlement programs.

Indirect increases in traffic and/or vehicular speeds could occur as a result of improvement to roads. The

magnitude of these effects would depend upon current traffic conditions, proximity to population centers,
and other available transportation corridors. However, based upon observations made after past road
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improvement projects, these effects, if any, are expected to be insignificant. Cumulative effects would be
addressed in subsequent NEPA documentstiered to this SPEIS.

4.7.7 Alternative 2. Full JTF-6 Support Without Implementation of 1 SIS Program

The cumulative impacts associated with implementation of this aternative would be very similar to those
described for Alternative 1. The primary difference would be the dight reduction in ground disturbances by
the dimination of the ISIS facilities. The cumulative effect of these facilities would be less than 100 acres.
However, the overal effectiveness of INS' enforcement program could be severely hampered by the lack of
additional 1SIS capabilities. In turn, this lack of capability could result in more successful illega entrants
with the concomitant increase in socia costs, as described above.

4.7.8 Alternative 3. JTF-6 Operational Support Only and I mplementation of the | SIS Program

This alternative would essentially maintain the impacts that have occurred as status quo. That is, INS
activities would increase the total amount of acreage to be impacted by approximately 90 acres to atotal of
about 2,100 acres. Habitats and the wildlife they support would incur negligible cumulative effects.
Although soils would not be directly disturbed, soil erosion would continue, possibly to the point that the
cumulative effects would become significant. Socioeconomic effects would be similar to those described
for Alternative 1, although at amuch greater magnitude. Local economic benefits from project expenditures
would not be readlized. The effectiveness of INS and other DLEAS to patrol most of the area would be
hindered, thus allowing the level of illegal trafficking and its synergistic adverse effects to continue to rise.

4.7.9 Alternative4. JTF-6 Engineering and General Support Only and | mplementation of the
SIS Program

Cumulative effects of implementing Alternative 4 would be similar to those described by Alternative 1.
Elimination of the JTF-6 operationa support activities would result in less synergistic and cumulative
effects. Although quantification of these effects can not be made at the present (operational support actions
are identified on an as-needed basis), it would be expected that the reduction in potential impacts would be
inconsequential.

4.8 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL AND SHORT-TERM USE OF SOCIETY’S
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM
ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCTIVITY

Benefits derived from the control of illegal entrants and narcotics trafficking into the U.S. and the adverse
impacts associated with the construction activities necessary to accomplish this control represent trade-offs
between the local, short-term use and the long-term stability and productivity of society’s environment. The
proposed action would reduce the flow of illegal drugs and entrants to the U.S. and consequently, reduce the
socid costs associated with managing these issues. Short-term local adverse direct effects resulting from
habitat disturbances would be off-set by long-term regional benefits including protection from illegal
vehicle and foot traffic, accidental fires caused by illegal entrants, and illegal poaching.

The proposed action would require the conversion of about 6,900 acres of mostly desert scrub-shrubland
habitat to dirt or gravel roads, parking areas, and buildings. The long-term productivity of these lands would
be lost over the life of the site-specific projects. INS and JTF-6 make every attempt practicable to avoid
disturbances to vauable fish and wildlife habitat by using previoudy disturbed sites where possible.
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Compensation for these losses, if required, would be coordinated through the appropriate state and Federa
resource agencies, as described in Chapter 5.

4.9 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES
INVOLVED IN IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action would result in the permanent conversion or loss of about 6,900 acres of various
habitats, mostly desert scrub-shrublands, to denuded or developed lands. The majority of these losses would
be due to construction of roads and fences. The proposed action would also require the irretrievable
commitment of fuel, 1abor, building materials, and monetary resources.
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5.0 MITIGATION

This chapter describes those measures which could be implemented to reduce or eliminate potential adverse
impacts to the human and natural environment. Many of these measures have been incorporated as standard
operating procedures for INS and JTF-6 based on previous experience. The mitigation measures are
presented for each resource category that could be potentially affected. It should be emphasized that these
are general mitigation measures, development of specific mitigation measures would be required for each
future action. Mitigation measures would aso include evaluation of implementation of the aternatives
recommended for each type of support activity presented in Sections 2.1.1 through 2.1.2.8. These measures
would be developed during the conduct and preparation of individual, project-specific NEPA documents
tiered to this SPEIS. The proposed mitigation measures would be coordinated through the appropriate
agencies and land managers/administrators.

After action reviews would be performed at the request of the land administrator or INS/USBP. Significant
problems identified during this review will be reported to the appropriate agencies and corrective actions
will be implemented immediately. Measures to be implemented during subsequent operations, to avoid
such problems, would be identified. Reports documenting these revisions would be forwarded to the
appropriate Federal and state agenciesfor their information, if requested.

51 SOILS

Vehicular traffic associated with engineering and operational support activities should remain on established
roads to the maximum extent practicable. For road and fence construction projects, previously disturbed
routes and/or locations would be utilized to the maximum extent practicable to reduce the soil disturbances.
Areas with highly erodible soils would be given special consideration when designing the proposed facility
to ensure incorporation of various compaction techniques, aggregate materials, wetting compounds, and
revegetation to ameliorate the subsequent soil erosion. Erosion control measures such as waterbars,
gabions, haybales, and reseeding would be implemented during and after construction activities in
accordance with the SWPPP. Revegetation efforts may be needed to ensure long-term recovery of the area
and to prevent significant soil erosion problems. Native seeds and plants should be used if revegetation
efforts are deemed necessary. Where possible, use of native plants that would assist in the conservation and
enhancement of protected species would be considered, as required by Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA. Borrow
materias, if required, would be obtained from established borrow pits or from approved on-site sources.
Approval of new borrow pits would be requested from the appropriate Federa (e.g., BLM, BOR, etc.) and
state agencies on a project-by-project basis. If bivouac and TOC sites are required, these sites should be
located within areas that have been previoudy disturbed to avoid additional soil disturbances. Installation of
soakage or evaporation pits and field latrines would be kept to a minimum for each bivouac site.

52 AIR QUALITY

Proper and routine maintenance of all vehicles, generators, aircraft and other equipment would be
implemented to ensure that air emissions are within the design standards of the piece of equipment.
Congtruction activities within non-attainment areas would be coordinated with the appropriate
environmental agency(s) to ensure that the emissions would conform with regulations specified in the Clean
Air Act. Construction siteswithin urban areas, along major transportation routes, or in biologically sensitive
areas (e.g., wildlife refuges) would be kept wet, to the extent practicable, to reduce fugitive dust problems.
If bivouac or TOC sites are required, generators and other similar field equipment would be kept to the



minimum required. Where practicable, drop lines from local electrica systems would be used as a
substitute for generators.

53 WATER RESOURCES

Each proposed construction project that affects greater than five acres (one acre after February 2002) will
require a SWPPP as part of the National Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit process. Similarly,
if wetlands or waters of the U.S. are expected to be affected, early coordination by INS, JTF-6 or the
requesting USBP Sector/Station with the appropriate USACE digtrict and state agencies will be conducted
and the applicable Section 404 permit process completed prior to initiation of the construction activities.

No action will be initiated that may affect wetlands and floodplains without performing the requisite
analysis and findings specified by Executive Order 11990 and 11988 respectively, prior to taking any action.
Field latrines and soakage pits would be used only when necessary and would be installed in drict
accordance with state and local regulations. Storage or staging sites would be located at least 0.25 miles
from wildlife and livestock tanks or other permanent surface water bodies to reduce potentia effects of
accidental spills. Conservation measures would be implemented to preclude unnecessary waste of water
supplies. Discharges of gray water and other wastes to drainages or other water coursesbodies is
prohibited. Portable latrines, provided and maintained by licensed contractors, would be used to the extent
practicable during construction and operational support activities.

54 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Professional biologists would be utilized to perform field surveys of mgor construction sites as early as
possible in the planning and design stages in order to avoid environmentally sensitive resources. These
surveys will be coordinated through the appropriate Federal and state agencies. All areas which are known
to support threatened or endangered species would be considered off limits to avoid impacts to these
resources. If possible, construction activities would be scheduled at times when they are least likely to
disturb breeding and nesting activities. Additionally, INS and JTF-6 would attempt to minimize losses to
vegetation by: (1) trimming vegetation along roadsides rather than removing the entire plant, (2) require
heavy equipment to utilize road pullouts or other such disturbed areas, and (3) consider the possibility of
revegetative efforts. As mentioned in Section 5.1, native seeds or plants which are compatible with the
enhancement of protected species should be used to the extent feasible, as required under Section 7(a)(1) of
the ESA. When possible, communication equipment will be constructed in locations where preexisting
towers are located. Disturbed sites or sites with low quality habitat would be utilized to the maximum extent
practicable for construction and operational support activities.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) requires strict coordination for construction activities scheduled
during nesting seasons (March through August). Surveys would have to be performed to identify active
nests, which would have to be avoided. Any incidental take of a bird species protected by the MBTA would
have to be immediately reported. Another mitigation measure that would be considered is to schedule all
congtruction activities outside the nesting season (September through February).

Sensitive habitats such as caves, riparian communities, parks, refuges, wilderness areas, scenic streams and
native old-growth communities would be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. Any unavoidable
effects to such communities shall be closely coordinated with the appropriate Federal and/or state agency(s)
to ensure that such impacts are kept to an absolute minimum and that restoration actions are considered and
implemented, where plausible.



Environmental design features which should be considered, especialy in areas that support protected
species, include the development of vegetation corridors to avoid habitat fragmentation and the proper
placement and size of culverts to adequately convey stormwater and allow wildlife to safely cross roads.
Helipads should be located at previoudy disturbed sites, such as existing runways and airports to the extent
practicable. Low level overflights and hovering would avoid breeding or nesting areas during
breeding/nesting seasons; such activities would not occur during nighttime operations either. Project specific
mitigation plans would be required for projects with potential to cause substantial impacts to wildlife habitat
or to impact protected species or other environmentaly sensitive resources; these plans will be closdly
coordinated with, and approved by, the USFWS and appropriate state resource agency(s) prior to initiation
of construction. It is the policy of INS and JTF-6, however, to mitigate adverse impacts through the
sequence of avoidance, minimization, and finally, compensation. Compensation varies and includes
activities such as restoration of habitat in other areas, acquisition of lands, etc. and is coordinated with the
USFWS and appropriate state resource agencies.

Prior to implementation of activities within the coastal zone of the Gulf of Mexico and Pacific Ocean, INS,
JTF-6 or the requesting USBP Sector/Station will obtain a coastal zone consistency determination from the
state of Texas and California, respectively, asrequired by the Coastal Zone Management Act.

Military units shall not be allowed to use pyrotechnics except in approved firing ranges and within approved
areas on military installations. Any military unit participating in a JTF-6 project would be instructed in
procedures for immediate notification of the appropriate agency(s) concerning wildfires.
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While the use of military troops along the border will remain controversial, the most controversia type of
support activities are operational support actions such as terrain denial. Asindicated on page 1-12, terrain
denia missions have not been provided since 1995, and any new requests for such missions will require
SECDEF approval.

5.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potential adverse impacts to historic properties have been mitigated through a policy of site avoidance. The
continuation of a program of archeological survey and monitoring for INS and JTF-6 activities with the
potential for ground disturbances would ensure that cultural resources that are deemed to be potentially
eligible for NRHP listing would be avoided; consequently, such activities would have no effect on historic
properties. Surveys and monitoring on Native American Nation properties would be performed in
conjunction with and upon approval of the appropriate Indian Tribal Government. The requesting INS
entity will be responsible for coordinating with the respective SHPO for maintenance activities involving
earth moving operations in areas where historic properties have been previoudy identified. This
coordination is necessary to ensure mitigation measures are implemented. Mitigation measures that could
be used, when approved by the appropriate SHPO, to preclude impacts include, but are not limited to, data
recovery, burial of the site with gravel or other aggregates, and use of professional archeol ogists as monitors
during the maintenance operations.

All construction activities shall be at least two feet away from the international boundary to avoid impacts to
historical boundary monuments and other demarcations. Near each permanent boundary monument, strict
congtruction precautions would be implemented to avoid potential damage to these items. Additionally, no
congtruction materials would be placed adjacent to these monuments.



If building demoalition or renovation is proposed to be performed on a building that is greater than 50 years
old, INS or JTF-6 will consult with the respective SHPO regarding dligibility and effect pursuant to 36 CFR
Part 800.



SECTION 6.0
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT



6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

6.1 GENERAL

The public involvement program for this project involved ten public scoping meetings, one Federal and state
resource agency scoping meeting and extensive coordination with various agencies throughout the
preparation of the SPEIS. In addition a public review process for the origina draft and revised draft
documents have been incorporated to the project schedule, as required by NEPA and CEQ Regulations for
Implementation of NEPA.

6.2 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Draft SPEIS for INS and JTF-6 activities was published in the Federal
Register on 28 August 1998 (Appendix A). The NOI provided project background, pertinent contact
addresses, and a summary of the project. The NOI also announced that public scoping meetings would be
conducted to alow public input to the NEPA review process/documentation. Lega advertisements were
placed in local newspapers of the selected meeting locations prior to the meeting dates. The ten public
scoping meetings were held at the following locations:

DATE CITY STATE
14 September 1998 Deming New Mexico
15 September 1998 El Paso Texas

17 September 1998 Marfa Texas

06 October 1998 SerraVista Arizona
08 October 1998 Yuma Arizona
20 October 1998 El Centro Cdlifornia
22 October 1998 San Diego Cdlifornia
02 November1998 McAllen Texas

03 November 1998 Laredo Texas

05 November 1998 Dd Rio Texas

A brief description of INS and JTF 6 activities and procedures as well asthe NEPA process was presented at
the beginning of each meeting. The floor was then opened for oral and written statements, concerns, and
comments. All proceedings were recorded by a certified court reporter, and transcripts are available for
review at the Fort Worth Digtrict, Corps of Engineers office. The verbatim transcripts of each scoping
meeting wereincluded in the Draft SPEIS, but are not included in this Final SPEIS document.

6.3 RESPONSES TO ISSUES

Some issues raised during the scoping process cannot or should not be addressed in an EIS. For instance,
concern about the time frame or size of the SPEIS can only be resolved through completion of the actua
document. Other issues that concern congressional authority or mandates are aso outside of the scope of



this SPEIS. The following paragraphs describe the applicable issues and where each is discussed within the
SPEIS.

Impacts to soils, including indirect effects from erosion, is discussed in sections 4.1, 4.8 and 5.1 of the Draft
SPEIS. These sections also discuss road construction techniques relative to soil properties, including the use
of existing routes. The potential of road construction/upgrading to encourage or increase poaching and
trespass problemsis addressed in Section 4.5.1.

Several comments were made concerning the need to preserve and protect sensitive natural resources. Such
resources are discussed throughout Chapter 3 and in detail in the Environmental Baseline Documents; the
potential impacts to these resources and mitigation measures to aleviate impacts are addressed in Sections
4.5.1 and 4.5.3 as well as Chapter 5. Potential impacts to protected species are discussed in Section 4.5.3,
while impacts to general wildlife populations are discussed in Section 4.5.2. These impact discussions
include an evaluation of fences acting as barriers to wildlife movements, lighting, soil erosion, and wildfires
on wildlife and their habitats.

Discussions regarding potential effects to cultural resources are presented in Section 4.7. Section 4.8 is
dedicated entirely to cumulative effects.

6.4 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTSON THE DRAFT SPEIS

The origina Draft SPEIS was submitted to the general public and affected Federal and state agencies for
review and comment. Noatification of the public release of the draft was published in the Federal Register
and in local and regional newspapers along the border. Copies of these notices are included in Appendix A.
A total of 13 letters from 12 different Federal and state agencies and private organizations were received
regarding the origina Draft SPEIS. The Arizona Game and Fish Department elected to send in two separate
letters. Copies of these letters as well as the responses from INS and JTF-6 to these comments were supplied
in the Revised Draft. The following paragraphs summarize some of the more salient and/or frequent
comments received, and a general response.

There were several comments regarding the lack of specific project descriptions. As noted in the origina
Draft SPEIS and iterated in our responses within the Revised Draft SPEIS, this document uses a
programmatic approach to disclose the types of projects expected to occur over the 5-year period dong the
U.S./Mexico border area. As such, no specific projects or project locations have been or can be identified at
the present time. However, the SPEIS does provide an indication of the magnitude of construction projects
anticipated within this period, by state. Once a project need is identified, the planning team will initiate
NEPA documentation procedures, including coordination with al appropriate agencies and land managers,
to prepare a site-specific NEPA document tiered to this SPEIS.

In addition, the NEPA team felt that the scope of the origind Draft SPEIS was so broad (covering
independent activities of two Federa agencies), that the document caused confusion among the genera
public. Consequently, the NEPA team decided to refocus the scope of the SPEIS to address just the support
provided by JTF-6 to INS and the ISIS program within the 50-mile corridor and to resubmit the revised
Draft SPEISto the public for review.

Several comments were aso made regarding the perceived lack of coordination with Federal and state
environmental agencies. As discussed in the responses to these comments, INS and JTF-6, as standard
operating procedures, routinely coordinate with the appropriate agencies throughout the planning process.
For most projects, this coordination includes a minimum of three different times at which INS or JTF-6 will
contact applicable Federa and state agencies.



Another frequent concern focused on potential effects to threatened or endangered species. Asdiscussed in
the SPEIS, only three incidents in the 10-year history of JTF-6 have occurred which adversely affected
threatened or endangered species. Each of these incidents were immediately reported to the proper
authorities and compensation plans were coordinated through the USFWS and/or state natural resource

agency.

6.5 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTSON THE REVISED DRAFT SPEIS

The Revised Draft SPEIS was released for public review in August 2000. Copies of the Notices of
Availability are included in Appendix A. The review period was extended until 13 November 2000. A
total of 19 comment letters were received, including five from state resource agencies, four from Federal
resource agencies, and five from non-governmental organizations.

Several of the comments iterated concerns about the potential to affect sensitive resources, especially
protected species and INS/JTF-6 need to coordinate with state and Federal resource agencies. As
discussed in the responses to these comments and in previous versions of the SPEIS, INS and JTF-6, as
standard operating procedures, coordinate with the appropriate agencies throughout the planning process.
Site specific surveys are performed by professional biologists and archeologists to attempt to avoid
sensitive resources and, at least, to ensure minimal impacts.

Another common comment was the perceived lack of detailed analyses contained in the SPEIS. INS and
JTF-6 acknowledge that detailed information is not contained in the document regarding all potential
projects that might arise along the US/Mexico border. The intent of the SPEIS is to disclose the overall
picture of the potential support program and the associated types of impacts that could be expected. Site-
specific documents shall be prepared when project needs and designs are identified and formulated. The
detailed analyses will be contained in these documents. Furthermore, INS is preparing other sector-wide
programmatic NEPA documents that will provide more detail on aregional basis.

Comments regarding the complete cessation of USBP activities and/or support from JTF-6 were
presented. However, cessation of these actions would require Congressional approval or mandates and
thus were not addressed in the Final SPEIS as viable alternatives.



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Yuma Area Office
P.O. Box D
Yuma, Arizona 85366

IN REPLY REFER TO:

YAO-2240 NOV 14 2000
ENV-1.10

Mr. Eric Verwers

Immigration and Naturalization
Service

Attention: CESWE-PM-INS

P.0O. Box 17300

Fort Worth TX 76102-0300

Subject: Revised Draft Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for Immigration and
Naturalization Service and Joint Task Force-6 (JTF-6)
Activities Along the United States/Mexico Border

Dear Mr. Verwers:

Thank you for providing Reclamation’s, Yuma Area Office (YAQ) a
copy of the DEIS for review. YAO is concerned with two
Federally-listed endangered species, the Yuma Clapper Rail
(Rallus longirostris yumanensis) and Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extiuma). Both of these
endangered species utilize the Colorado River riparian habitat
within your propcsed Arizona/California JTF-6 operational area.
Also within the proposed area for JTF-6 operations, the
Flat-tailed Horned Lizard (Phynosoma mcallii), a species of
special concern, has management areas that have been created to
protect the species. Effects to these three species should be
addressed within the DEIS.

The following “Unique or Sensitive Areas” need to be included
within the DEIS.

1. Southwestern Willow Flycatcher habitat along the
Colorado River (Map 1)

2. Yuma Clapper Rail habitat along the Colorado River
(Map 2)

3. Grand Desierto Area of Critical Environmental Concern
(Map 3)

4, Tinajas Altas Area of Critical Environmental Concern

BOR-1.

BOR-2.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, cope and intent of a
programmatic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generaly contains less detail and less
quantification than an EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex
quantitative analyses. Subsequent EAS/EISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the
PEIS and summarize relevant issues, allowing the individual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific
action at its focus. Given the geographic scope and programmatic nature of the SPEIS, it isimpossible to
identify the potential impacts within a specific location. INSUSBP and JTF-6 will coordinate with the
appropriate land manager (e.g., BOR), the USFWS and other appropriate state agencies during the
planning process to document whether a specific project may affect alisted species. If sucha
determination is made, INS/'USBP and/or JTF-6 will modify the project to avoid potentially impacting a
listed species and/or enter into formal Section 7 consultation and submit a Biological Assessment, as
required by the ESA.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly. An errata sheet for Volume 4.



a. Mohawk RArea of Ceitical Environmental Conoern [Map 1)
f. The Flat=-talled Hozned Lizard Managemant ATeas
iMaps 4-12)

YAO has & respon=sibility of managing Flat-talled Horned Lizard
habitat within the Yuma Desert Management Area [Map 12). The
Flak-tailed Horned Lizard was proposed by the United Scates Pish
and Wildlife Bervice (U3SFW3) for Federal listing as a threatensd
spacles in 15%3. Reclamakion and eight other Federal and stats
agencises ajigned a conservation agroement in June 19%7 with the
objeative of maintaining wiakla popolations of lizardes in five
maragenant acpas in Californda and Arfizona.  Due o bthe
managenent agreenant, the proposed rule to list the species was
withdrawn in July 18%7,

Par the Flat-talled Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Strategy,
“compensation ghall B9 regulred to offset the residual effects of
projects affecting Flat-tailed Herped Lizard habfitat.” The
current Horder Patral activities wlthin the area are trawveling
off road throughouot the YAD Management Area. The USFWS haa
complained about these numerous excursieons into the YRO
Hanagemant Area,

A1l off-road actlvities in the acea should ke limitad Lo
apecifically life-threatening eventa. Thars are sevaral sxisting
roads that can be utilired for lipewatch oparations and cracking
exarciges to precluds future random off road astivitiaa within
the sstabl izshed Flat-tailled Horned Lizard Management Areas, IF
continved off-reoad damage poours within the YAOQ Managemsnt Area,
the species may be significantly affected. T¢ prevent the futura
Listirg of the species, mitlgation measures specifically
cofpansation for the losa of Flat-talled Hormed Lizard habicat
may ke reguired,

If you have any gquestions or need further informatcion, pleass
contast Mg, Chris Bates at E20-343-3266.

Sinceraly,

Hichaal E. Vandevald=, P.E.

Chiaf, Technical Services
Bivielon

BOR-3.

BOR-4.

Currently, INS/USBP hasinitiated effortsin its McAllen (Texas) and Tucson and Y uma (Arizona) Sectors to
prepare sector-wide programmatic ElSs to address INS/USBP operations and infrastructure projects as projects
areidentified in the remaining sectors, additional NEPA analysis will be performed. The Tucson/Y uma Sector
PEIS s expected to discuss such impacts from operational activities like off-road enforcement actions. These
PEISs will serve as companion documents to this SPEIS, but would provide a more focused environmental
analysis within a more defined geographic area.

All USBP agents receive environmental sensitivity briefings however, due to the remote nature of the
southwestern US, particularly southern Arizona, it is virtually impossible to gain and maintain control of the
border region without some off-road activities. USBP agents make every attempt to apprehend illegal immigrants
and drug smugglers along existing roads, which enhances the health and safety of theillegal entrants, and USBP
agents and reduces the repair and maintenance costs of USBP vehicles; however, off-road activities are oftentimes
anecessity. The Tucson/Y uma Sector PEIS is expected to discuss such impacts from operational activities like
off-road enforcement actions.



Meyer & Glitzenstein
1601 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20009-1056

Katherine A, Meyer Telephone (202) 588-5206
Eric R. Glitzenstein Fax (202) 588-5049
Howard M. Crystal meyerglitz@meyerglitz.com

Jonathan R, Lovvorn

Daniel R. Vice
November 13, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE AND OVERNIGHT MAIL
Eric W. Verwers
Immigration and Naturalization Service
A/E Resource Center
Attention: CESWF-PM-INS
819 Taylor Street, Room 3A28
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

Re:  Revised Draft Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for INS and JTF-6 Activities Along the U.S./Mexico Border

Dear Mr. Verwers:

On behalf of the Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club (Sierra Club) and Frontera
Audubon Society (Frontera), we are writing to provide comments on the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers' Fuly 2000 Revised Draft of the Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for both INS and JTF-6 activities in southern Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and
California (SPEIS). As detailed below, the Sierra Club and Frontera request that INS and JTF-6
adopt the "no action” alternative considered in the SPEIS. Alternatively, Sierra Club and
Frontera request that the agencies choose an option which utilizes those technologies which are
least intrusive -- L.e,, remote cameras and ground sensors -- while foregoing the many other
aspects of this program which are incredibly detrimental to the wildlife and aesthetic values of
our border region. At the very least, however, if the agencies intend to move forward with the
engineering and operational support measures outlined in this SPEIS, either the SPEIS must once
again be revised to adequately address such critical issues as cumulative impacts and appropriate
alternatives, or, in the alternative, the site specific NEPA documentation to be prepared for
discrete projects must themselves grapple with these issues in a thorough manner, since, at
present, such actions may not legally be tiered to this inadequate SPEIS.

BACKGROUND

For the past decade, the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and Joint-Task
Force 6 (JTF-6) have been involved in a massive militarization of the southwest border of the
United States. While the stated rationale for this effort is to reduce illegal immigration and stem
the drug trade, it is less than clear whether these activities will accomplish this result. Indeed, the

! recyoled paper

M&G-1.

M&G-2.

M&G-3.

Thank you for your comment.

The INS have addressed its broad policy goalsin this PEIS. Assuch, INSisin the process of considering impacts
on all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable impacts as required by CEQ40CFR 1508.7. (cumulative impacts)
We are currently preparing Sector specific PEIS'sin McAllen, Tucson, and Y uma Sector that address proposed
operational infrastructure projects. As projects are identified in the remaining Sectors, additional NEPA analysis
will be prepared. At thistime, INSwill consider all reasonable alternatives.

Thank you for your comment.



General Accounting Office (GAO) has explained to Congress that "available data do not yet
answer the fundamental question of how effective" these efforts "have been in preventing and
deterring itlegal entry." GAO, Illegal Immigration: Status of Southwest Border Strategy

tation (May 1999) at 2. At the same time, however, it is clear that these efforts have
had, and will continue to have, serious adverse impacts on the environment,

Assuming the agencies are intent on proceeding with these projects despite these adverse
impacts, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq., requires that
they properly analyze those impacts, as well as alternatives which might have less of an impact.
In particular, NEPA, our nation's "basic national charter for protection of the environment," 40
C.F.R. § 1500.1, requires that the agencies must address: (1) the "environmental impact of the
proposed action," (2) any "adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided . . .;" (3)
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, and (4) the "irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources” involved in implementing the proposal. 42 U.S.C. § 4332. Moreover,
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA require that in
undertaking this analysis the agencies must consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
of these activities. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. Cumulative impacts analysis requires that the agencies
consider the impacts of their own actions "when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
undertakes such other actions." Id. § 1508.7. As explained below, thus far the agencies have not
complied with these obligations in this SPEIS,

DISCUSSION.

A. The Agi Are Illegaily Impl Their Actions Prior To Completing This
SPEIS, Completing Site-Specific NEPA Documentation, Or Coming Into

Compliance With Other Federal Laws.

NEPA regulations require that agencies may not implement actions which either “[h]ave
an adverse environmental impact, or "[1]imit the choice of reasonable alternatives" until after the
impacts of such actions have been appropriately analyzed. 40 C.F.R. § 1506.1(a). However,
time and again INS and JTF-6 have been implementing aspects of the southwest border strategy
discussed in this SPEIS without first complying with NEPA.

For example, the agencies have been engaging in a number of activities in Southwestern
Arizona, including road maintenance, drag roads, and low-level helicopter flights and refueling.
However, it was not until recently that the agencies even began preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) on these activities. Given the adverse impacts of these activities, and, in
particular, the adverse impacts on the critically imperilled Sonoran Pronghorn, it is plainly
inconsistent with NEPA for the agencies to implement these actions without first analyzing these
impacts as required by NEPA.

The implementation of Operation Rio Grande in south Texas is another vivid
demonstration of this problem. Before even completing a draft EA on this massive project, the
agencies had installed 50 miles of stadium lighting in important wildlife habitat, including

2

M&G-3.
cont.
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M&G-5.
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} M&G-7.

INS & JTF-6 have analyzed, in a programmatic nature, all reasonable alternatives that will satisfy the purpose
and need of the proposed action. In fact, this SPEIS provides more detailed analysis, since more information is
now available, than the origina PEIS, which was selected by CEQ as the best Federal programmatic NEPA
document in 1994. Regarding, cumulative effects, INS/JTF-6 have committed to continue to fully address all
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions within site-specific NEPA documents that can provide a
more meaningful and accurate evaluation of cumulative effects. The INS and JTF-6 are committed to exploring
appropriate mitigation measures. INS and JTF-6 have aready incorporated mitigation measures into their
standard operating procedures. As more Sector or site specific NEPA anaysisis performed, additionally
mitigation measures will be considered.

With the exception of parts of the Operation Rio Grande, all other projectsinitiated by INS have undergone the
proper NEPA analysis. As part of the settlement of the Operation Rio Grande litigation, INS has initiated
preparation of an EIS and other project specific natural resources studies.

JTF-6 and INS prepared the original PEIS in 1994, this PEIS updates and supplements the 1994 PEIS. INS and
JTF-6 have prepared site-specific NEPA documents, tiered to the 1994 PEIS, for al projectsin Arizona. In
addition, INS prepared a Biological Assessment and received a Biological Opinion from the US Fish and
Wildlife Service in October 2000 regarding the potential effects of INS and USBP activities on the Sonoran
Pronghorn. The BO, in summary, indicated that these activities may affect, but not adversely affect, the
Sonoran Pronghorn.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include a more in-depth statement of the purpose, scope and intent of a
Programmatic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally considers the broad policy and goals of
the agency. Subsequent EAS/EISs will be tiered from the PEIS and will include more in-depth site specific
analysis. The types of construction activities that were included in Operation Rio Grande had been addressed in
the original 1994 PEIS and site specific analysis was performed as per the settlement agreement in Defenders of
Wildlife v. Mindner. See also response M& G-6 above.



poations of the Lewer Rio Grande Mational Wildiifie Reluge. Only afier Siem Clab, Fromiera
and others hrought suit, see Defenders of Wildlife v, Meissner, Mo, 99-2262 (D.0.C.) {JR), &id
the agencies even cammit lo preparing an Envirommental lmpact Ststement (ELS) on the
Opeeration, which, m addition t this lighting, will mclude boat ramps, Feaces and other
intrugkons. In shoet, o coiply with NEPA, and (o GBI the statme’s purpose o anahvze the
envirarmental impacts of, wnd allematives 00, kpescy actions befare Mose sctiovs ane ke, the
IME amil ITF.& nvnst ensure that they fulill their NEPA obligations before they smplement any
aspect of the activities mentioned in this SPEIS. As discussed below, those ohligations can anly
b fulfilled by adegmasely mnd comprehensively evalnating those mpacis in sig-specilic NEPA
dociaments which e nol oned bo this SPPEIE, or by benng o a significantly revised SPELS
which itself complies with NEPA.

The agenies are engaging in a similar pattern with respect 1o ather federal laws, such g
the Endmngered Specha Act (BSA) 16 US.C. § 1531, ¢l sy, and the Migratary Bind Treaty Aot
[MBETA), 16 LUS5.C. &8 705312 Thus, for example, despite the impacts ol thise activites in
Anzaiia on the Sonoren Pronghorn, and in Texas on the fedemlly projecied ocsloi and
Jaguanuydi, the agencie ane impactieg these species holia: hiving completed formal
cotigallatian under Soction T{ad{Xy of the ESA, wiich requires thal they “insure” thas their
activities are “nod Ikely o jeopandizz” foderally protected epecies. 16 LLS.C. § 1536(a)2)
Similarly, abthough the [M% is apparesily under the misconception thet faderal permits are not
regilred in arder b harm or Kill birds protected inder (e BMBTA, soe SPEIS of 521, in foct such
permits ar.-:lrequ'ue-:i. See Humane Society of the United Staes v, Glickman, 217 F.3d 852 (DLC.
Cir. 2060607,

. The SPEIS Doiea Mot Properly Cansider The Impacts of JTF-& and INS Activities,
Inelmding The Cunsulative Impacts OF These Activities,

Thee SPELS does not messdngfubly analyze the envinmmental inpacts of Lhe activilies
dissussed. To be useful, the SPEIS must specifically address those impeces in each of the arsis
where these sétivitles will eecur, or, I sibsoguis] NEPA documentation will pravide that detail,
it must, at che very least, neeaniegfally evalumbe the cunmlaiive smpacis of These seovines
temoughout the bonder. 1E 2 the SPEIS suggests, if is nol clear péhat activities will be proposed,
theer pechaps it would simply be too eacly w underiake this NEPA salysis. However, since mos)
uof thase aotivities are already ocourring. there is simply no reasons 10 agencies canmot andensbke
the appeoprate analyals of impacts, amd exsrlative impacts, af this poini, as the Depariment of
Interior has sisell sagpesied. See D] Conments at L0 M Alkhough camulaiive impects may be
somew hit JUTeEl to desortbe and quantily, 31 shonld be possible te goastify impacts thal have
vecurmed as a result of the 1954 Programmatic EES .. %)

As the Department of Interior poded in their commeengs o fhe initial draft SPEIS,
the agencies s a0 consall with the Fish and Wildlils Service reganding their affirmative
canservation abfigations ueder Section Tak1} of the ESA, 16 LLEAC. § 1536(a) 1) Sec SPEIS,
Appendix B, May 18, 1599 Diepartment of Enterior Commones oo SFELS {IK] Comments), at 3
(" recommend inmediate initiation of the seetbon TANL) consullalbon procsss™).

M&G-7.
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Surveys are performed prior to initiation of construction to identify the presence of migrant birds and
suitable nesting habitat. INS and JTF-6 coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and appropriate
state resource agencies during the planning of all construction projectsin an attempt to avoid impacts to
listed species. If aproject cannot be modified to avoid potential effectsto alisted species, INS and JTF-6
would (and have) entered into formal Section 7 consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The
Final SPEIS has been revised to reflect the USFWS Directors Order No. 131 and the EO-11629 issued on
10 January 2001, since these are recent changes to the MBTA regulations that were made after the Revised
Draft SPEIS was released.

The Final SPEI'S has been revised to include a more in-depth statement of the purpose, scope and intent of
aProgrammatic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less
quantification than an EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex
quantitative analyses. Subsequent EAS/EISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS
and summarize relevant issues, allowing theindividual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at
itsfocus. Given the geographic scope and programmatic nature of the SPEIS. The INS air force form more
in-depth environmental analysis in subsequent site specific NEPA documents.

INS makes every attempt to be proactive in its planning, but must also be somewheat reactive to changesin
the smugglers and illegal immigrants modes of operation. The INS has performed cumulative effects
analysis of all known Federal and non-Federal entities based upon our knowledge of al current procedures.
The INS/JTF-6 instead have committed to fully address all past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
actions within site-specific NEPA documents that can provide a more meaningful and accurate evaluation
of cumulative effects. The number and types of activities that are expected over the entire border region
have been identified. INS hasinitiated effortsin its McAllen (Texas-Operation Rio Grande EIS) and
Tucson and Y uma (Arizona) sectors to prepare sector-wide programmatic ElSs to address INS/USBP
operations and infrastructure projects. These will serve as companion documents to this SPEIS, but would
provide amore focused environmental analysis within amore defined geographic area. Theinfrastructure
projects addressed in these documents will be those expected to be completed by JTF-6 units, USBP
personnel, General Services Administration, and private contractors.
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INS and JTF-6 stand by our statement that “..with proper placement and direction, no impacts to the endangered
species should occur.” However, due to the lack of sound scientific data regarding these specific individuals,
INS and JTF-6 have committed to performing some studies to document the potential effects. While we
acknowledge your comment to the contrary, it should also be noted that the Defenders of Wildlife or the DOI do
not have sound scientific evidence of the opined adverse impacts. As we stated above, site specific analysis will
be prepared prior to the fielding of any light.

INS and JTF-6 feel that noise impacts are adequately discussed given the programmatic nature of this
document.

To date, al such barriers, have been installed in urban or developed areas where endangered species are highly
unlikely to exist. In particular, no such barriers have been installed in the Lower Rio Grande which would
impede migration of the ocelot or jagurandi. INS and JTF-6 stand by our response to DOI’'s comments
regarding barriers to endangered species.

Habitat loss, primarily due to urban sprawl, agricultural clearing, and development for industrial purposes, isthe
single greatest factor jeopardizing listed species. The vast majority of the projects identified in the SPEIS are
anticipated to occur within areas that have been previously disturbed and thus are not expected to cause
additional losses to habitat suitable for supporting listed species. The cumulative effects of the anticipated
projects, however, are presented in the SPEIS as a worse-case scenario. The cumulative effects within aregion
would be addressed in detail in future project-specific NEPA documents that are tiered to this SPEIS. In
addition the USBP strategy of deterrence of UDAS has a proven beneficial impact of the environment.

The SPEIS does state that some illegal immigrants have chosen to attempt their illegal entry in remote areas, as
an indirect result of the success of border control projects in urban areas. It should be emphasized, however,
that INS does not “force” these immigrants to “search out more forbidding places;” this is a choice that they
make in an effort to circumvent the legal processes and illegal enter the country.

INS and JTF-6 will consider various types of lighting during the planning of lighting projects and will take into
consideration your comments in any site specific analysis. (footnote). By impeding/halting foot traffic and
vehicular traffic by UDA aong the border sensitive habitat may be avoided.
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Analyses such as these are beyond the scope of the SPEIS and would not address the purpose and need of the
proposed action.

The FSPEIS has been revised to include the potential effects on tourism and recreation.

INS and JTF-6 disagree with your statements. The cumulative effects of the two agencies are presented
throughout Section 4.8. The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and
intent of a Programmetic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less
quantification than an EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex
quantitative analyses. Subsequent EASEISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS
and summarize relevant issues, allowing theindividual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at its
focus. Asmentioned before, given the geographic scope and programmetic nature of the SPEIS, itis
impossible to identify the potential impacts of all activities within a specific location. INS/JTF-6 instead have
committed to fully address all past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions within site-specific
NEPA documents that can provide a more meaningful and accurate evaluation of cumulétive effects.

INS and JTF-6 disagree with your statements. The cumulative effects of the two agencies are presented
throughout Section 4.8. Table 4-6 provides a quantification of the habitat altered by INS/JTF-6 activities, as
does the remainder of the discussions within this section.

Expenditure of Government monies does indeed create jobs and income (personal, sales, and taxes) on alocal
basis. Obvioudly these effects are dependent upon the size and duration of the expenditures. The potential
loss of human life due to illegal immigrants selecting remote areas to make an illegal attempt to enter the
country is addressed in the SPEIS, but not as an economic factor. Analyses such as these are beyond the
scope of the SPEIS and would not address the purpose and need of the proposed action.



most specific the SPEIS gets as to cumulative impacts is to note that habitat reduction and
lighting will have cumulative impacts, which might impact breeding and feeding patterns of
certain species. Id. However, the agencies fail to at all quantify even those impacts, on the
grounds that they are “difficult, if not impossible, to quantify.” Id.

In short, as to each of the activities under consideration in the SPEIS, the agencies \
should separately analyze the cumulative impacts of the activity itself, when considered in
conjunction with both all the other activities that are part of this program, as well as all other
impacts taking place in this area. Thus, for example, in considering the impacts of these
activities on migratory birds, the SPEIS should, at a minimum, consider the extent to which (a)
lighting and noise may displace or misdirect birds; (b) habitat loss may deprive birds of nesting
and resting grounds; and (c) and communication towers and other activities may kill or injure
birds. The cumulative impacts of all of these activities should then be considered together with >
the many other perils migratory birds face in the area, from hunting, to other communication
towers, to additional projected habitat loss. Moreover, to the extent certain bird species utilize
large portions of the border area, the SPEIS is the place where all of these impacts should be
considered as a whole. At the very least, however, the SPEIS should point to the future site-
specific NEPA documents where these impacts will be considered on a regional or even more
specific area, and explain what actions will be taken to ensure compliance with the MBTA and
the international conventions for the protection of migratory birds. )

Another example of the inadequacy of the agencies' current approach to cumulative
impacts concerns the Sonoran Pronghorn. Although there are seven federal agencies undertaking
activities which are adversely impacting this critically imperilled species, the SPEIS does not
even begin to grapple with the cumulative impacts of INS and JTF-6 activities -- such as
disruptive, low-level helicopter flights during the critical Pronghorn fawning season -- on this
species, when taken in conjunction with these other agencies' activities, which include dropping
bombs and shooting live ammunition in Pronghorn habitat, road and fence obstructions, cattle
grazing and large-scale troop maneuvers.

A similar analysis is necessary for all other impacts -- on sensitive species, other flora and
fauna, and the aesthetic values of the region. Indeed, the Department of Interior has itself noted h
the need for precisely this kind of analysis, explaining that DOI is “particularly concerned about
the potentially significant indirect and cumulative adverse impacts of increased development,
aircraft and vehicle traffic, poaching, and other activities that will result in loss of wildlife, and
disturbance or degradation of natural habitats.” DOI Comments at 3. However, this concern
does not appear to have been addressed in the latest draft of the SPEIS.*

4 DOI also expressed concern that “the overall integrity of habitat on state and

federal protected areas along the border has been jeopardized by past actions and will continue to

be disrupted.” DOI Comments at 4. Thus far, the agencies' only response to this critical issue

has been: “Thank you for your comment.” Id.; see also DOI Comments at 4 (where DOI

explained that many areas “have already suffered from increases in USBP and JTF-6 activity
including more vehicle and foot patrols, more low flying aircraft, more cameras and lights, etc.”); )
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Section 4.8 of the SPEIS provides a cumulative impact analysis for each of the viable alternatives, relative
to INS and JTF-6 actions. The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope
and intent of a Programmatic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail
and less quantification than an EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve
complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent EAS/EISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference
the PEIS and summarize relevant issues, allowing theindividual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific
action at itsfocus. Again, given the geographic scope of the project and the uncertainty of project types
and locations over the next five years, it would be impossible to accurately evaluate the cumulative effects
within agiven area. Instead, INS and JTF-6 will continue to address such affects on aregiona basis within
site- or project-specific NEPA documents. The Final SPEIS has been revised to reflect the USFWS
Director's Order No. 131 and the EO-11629, issued on 11 January 2001, since these are recent changes to
the MBTA regulations that were made after the revised Draft WPEIS was released.

INS prepared a Biological Assessment and received a Biological Opinion (BO) from the US Fish and
Wildlife Service in October 2000 regarding the potential effects of INS and USBP activities on the Sonoran
Pronghorn. The BO, in summary, indicated that these activities may affect, but not adversely affect, the
Sonoran Pronghorn. The activities were judged not to jeopardize the continued existence of the species.

DOI expressed an opinion, rather than a suggested revision to the SPEIS; thus, INS and JTF-6 believed,
and still feel, that the no other written response was warranted, except that their concern was noted. DOI is
fully aware that their agencies are consulted during the planning of al INS and JTF-6 construction projects.
Furthermore, since DOI did not object to this response during their latest submission of comments, it must
be assumed that DOI concurred with this response. Issues regarding the lighting, burning and mowing
effects were addressed in the responses to the DOI and in the revised Draft SPEIS. It should be
emphasized again that INS and JTF-6 do not intentionally start fires and do not encourage or condone such
practices for vegetation control.



‘When these same concerns were raised by DOI in their comments on the initial draft
SPEIS, the agencies' response was that these kind of impacts will be considered in “subsequent,
site-specific NEPA documents tiered to this SPEIS.” DOI Comments at 8, However, if
cumulative impacts are going to be evaluated there, it is not clear exactly what those NEPA
documents will be tiering to here. In short, either those future NEPA documents must
thoroughly address cumulative impacts, or, if they are legally going to be tiered off of this
SPEIS, the SPEIS itself must properly analyze those impacts.

C. Alternatives Are Not Properly Considered In The SPEIS

The SPEIS also does not consider a proper range of alternative courses of action. Indeed,
the options considered are all variations on a theme, reshuffling the three major components of
the program: operations support, engineering and general support, and the "ISIS" technology
assistance program.

An in-depth consideration should be given to the no action alternative. For example, in a
recent Environmental Impact Statement for Yellowstone National Park, the Park Service devoted
an entire chapter of the EIS to a detailed discussion of the no action alternative. See Winter Use
Plans Final EIS Vol. 1 (September 2000). The purpose of considering the impacts of such an
alternative is to enable the decision-maker to compare those impacts with the impacts of the
other alternatives under consideration. Here, by simply saying that under the no action
alternative there will be "no impacts," the agencies are failing to fulfill the objective of
considering this alternative.

Moreover, in our view, were the agencies to seriously consider both the costs, and
benefits, to the environment, wildlife, and people of the region of going forward with these
programs, they would choose the no action alternative. In particular, while we can continue to
make border-crossing increasingly perilous, so long as there are jobs on this side of the border,
people will continue to find a way into this country. As a result, these programs wilt only
continue to result in the loss of life as people try to cross the border in more remote areas.

At the same time, these efforts have enormous adverse impacts, to wild animals and plant
species, including threatened and endangered species which require these habitats to survive; to
the natural quiet and wilderness values of these areas; and to the ability of the public to enjoy
these areas. Only by adequately assessing these areas without these programs can all of these
impacts be most accurately quantified.®

id. at 5 (explaining that lighting, mowing and burning “of what little cover remains in some areas
for the movements of the[ ] endangered species along the Lower Rio Grande Valley increases the
probability of a significant cumulative impact” on those species).

s The SPEIS also erroneously asserts that INS's goals cannot be achieved without
JTF-6 assistance. It is our understanding, however, that INS considers Operation Rio Grande to
be a success, without having used the kind of JTF-6 support called for here.
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Site- or project-specific NEPA documents will tier to this SPEIS and will provide more detailed
information and analysis than can be accomplished in a programmatic document, particularly one of this
magnitude. A programmatic NEPA document does not need to have every detailed factor identified,
addressed, and mitigated in order for other NEPA documentsto tier from it. Tiering primarily identifies
the continuation of the analyses and saves time, money, and paper by allowing incorporation of
previously documented information. The subsequent NEPA documents would fill in the data gaps by
performing environmental analyses of a better defined proposed project—otherwise, there would be no
need to tier.

Comment Noted.

The no action alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for INS and USBP to gain, maintain and
extend control of the border. Nor, does it satisfy the purpose and need for JTF-6 to provide realistic
training of the Nation’s military units. Still, it is carried forward, as required by CEQ, for full analysisin
the SPEIS. INS and JTF-6 did not state the no action alternative would have “no impacts;” rather,
implementation of this action would have significant impacts on various resources.

Thank you for your comment.

The No Action Alternative was carried forward for analysis in the SPEIS as a comparison against all of
theviable aternatives. See also M&G-26. Impacts to the border area' s vegetation and wildlife for all
aternatives, including the no action aternative, have been addressed in the SPEIS. Impacts to recreation
and tourism will be expanded in the Final SPEIS.

The goals of both agencies, as mandated by Congress under various Acts defined in the SPEIS, can not
be achieved without assistance from JTF-6 to INS. INS and USBP do receive support from other
agencies and private contractors. JTF-6 does provide support to other drug law enforcement agencies, as
stated in the SPEIS. However, in order to successfully achieve the mission of both agencies, JTF-6 needs
to support INS and USBP. JTF-6 has also provided engineering and general support to the McAllen
Sector.



In addition to the no action alternative, other less environmentally harmful alternatives
through which INS and JTF-6 could work to deter illegal immigration should also be considered.
For example, were the agencies to crack down on employers who hire illegal immigrants, there
would be significantly less incentive for these individuals to even attempt a border crossing.
Similarly, there are a number of less intrusive means by which such crossings can be deterred,
such as the restoration of brush habitat along the Rio Grande in South Texas. The need to simply
get through such brush could pose the same kind of deterrent as high-intensity lights, as well as
facilitating the capture of those who do try to cross the border. Undoubtedly, there are a number
of additional, more natural barriers which could be utilized, or at least attempted, before the
agencies resort to high-intensity lights, noisy generators, low level overflights and other highly
disruptive intrusions. However, none of these alternatives are even mentioned in the SPEIS.

Finally, the agencies have given inadequate consideration to aspects of the "technology
only" alternative. SPEIS at 2-7. In particular, more consideration must be given to going
forward with only those technologies which might have minimal adverse impacts, such as remote
cameras and ground sensors. Were the INS and JTF-6 to rely primarily on these less intrusive
means to detect illegal immigrants, many of the goals of the program might be accomplished
with significantly fewer adverse environmental impacts. The possibility that funding for these
alternative technologies might be an impediment to their implementation certainly is not a
grounds to not consider them. Instead, funding issues, and a potential timetable for moving from
more harmful activities, such as lighting, to more benign technologies, should be discussed here.

D. Site-Specific Actions May Not Be Legally Tiered To This SPEIS.

In light of the serious infirmities in the SPEIS discussed above, in our view neither INS
nor JTF-6 can legally make future implementation decisions by tiering to this document.
Instead, site-specific decisions will have to be made based upon free-standing NEPA documents,
which themselves fully grapple with alternatives and impacts, including cumulative impacts.

One particular concern of Sierra Club and Frontera in this regard is that the agencies not
tier future implementation decisions to this SPEIS without a further opportunity for public
comment. Given how little information is presented in this document concerning the nature and
impacts of these activities, it is obviously impossible for Sierra Club, Frontera and others to
provide the kind of comments they will be able to provide to site-specific NEPA documents.
However, if the INS or JTF-6 were to consider this SPEIS to be all the NEPA coverage needed
for an action, or even to prepare an EA which is not first issued in draft form with an adequate
public comment opportunity, the public will not in fact get another opportunity to provide the
requisite input, and, as a result, the decision-makers will lack adequate information to inform
whether and how to proceed. Moreover, the agencies will also have violated their mandatory
obligation under the CEQ regulations to -- "to the fullest extent possible" -- "[e]ncourage and
facilitate public involvement in devisions which affect the quality of the human environment."
50 C.F.R. § 1500.2(d). In short, then, we believe that, as currently written, this SPEIS cannot be
used to tier further implementation decisions.
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INS and USBP, in concert with other Federal agencies, continue to “crack down on employees who hireillegal
immigrants’ as part of their on-going daily operations. JTF-6 is prohibited by the Posse Commitatus Act to
participate in such activities. Alternative designs for barrier systems are considered for each site- or project-
specific mission. Examples of aternatives and alternative designs that are considered in site- or project-specific
documents were discussed in Section 2.1 of the SPEIS.

This aternative was eliminated because it would allow the INS/USBP to detect illegal entries, but do nothing to
enhance their capability to apprehend theillegal aliens. Plainly put, they could be counted, but not caught.
Without certainty of detection and apprehension, deterrence will not be achieved. However, the employment of
neotechnologies such as the RV'S and ground sensorsin conjunction, other traditional law enforcement
strategies has been analysisin this document and will be considered more fully on a site by site basis as projects
are proposed.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic
EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an
EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent
EASEISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant issues,
alowing the individual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at itsfocus. Site- or project-specific
NEPA documents will tier to this SPEIS and will provide more detailed information and analysis than can be
accomplished in a programmatic document, particularly one of this magnitude. A programmatic NEPA
document does not need to provide every detailed factor identified, addressed, and mitigated in order for other
NEPA documentsto tier from it. Tiering primarily identifies the continuation of the analyses and savestime,
money, and paper by allowing incorporation of previously documented information. The subsequent NEPA
documents would fill in the data gaps—otherwise, there would be no need to tier.

All INS and JTF-6 tiered to the original 1994 PEIS and any tiered to this SPEIS have, and will continue to be,
available for public review prior to initiation of the project. Consequently, INS and JTF-6 have gone above the
normal requirement of CEQ regulations for full disclosure to the public and to facilitate public involvement.



Moreover, to the extent this SPEIS continues to disregard cumulative impacts, future site-
specific documents must fully address those impacts, including both the impacts of all of these
activities, as well as the impacts of addition federal, state and private actors. Thus, for example,
when the EIS for Operation Rio Grande is prepared, it is critical that the agencies consider not
only the cumulative impacts of the lights, noise and other activities on ocelots, jaguarundis and
other species, but also that they consider those impacts in conjunction with the many other
impacts already harming the species, such as habitat loss and other human encroachments. Only
by fully assessing cumulative impacts will the decision-makers be in a position to know the
extent to which specific proposed activities will incrementally impact the environment.

E. The SPEIS Calls For Using Military Personnel To Undertake Police Actions Within
U.S. Borders In Violation of Federal Law.

One additional concern which should be more fully addressed in the SPEIS is the extent
to which JTF-6 plans to take actions which are inconsistent with the role the military is permitted
to play within our borders. While the SPEIS acknowledges that the military may not engage in
police actions within the US, see SPEIS at 1-10, we believe that the nature of the proposed
activities for JTF-6 fall over the line. For example, if JTF-6 personnel are going to engage in
ground patrols, it seems unlikely in the extreme that they will not be put in the position of
actually interdicting people, rather than simply "assisting" Border Patrol personnel. Similarly,
we fail to see how using JTF-6 personnel to "monitor" border crossings distinguishes them from
those making arrests. Under this reasoning, as long as it is a Border Patrol agent who puts on the
handcuffs and drives people away, the military is not taking police action within this country.
Given the strict prohibitions on using the military in this fashion -- and the obvious policy
reasons for these limits -- these uses of JTF-6 are simply not permitted. However, at the very
least the SPEIS has to more fully consider the impacts of using our military in this manner,
including the precedent it sets for future internal use of our military forces. See 50 C.F.R. §
1508.27(b) (10) (requiring consideration of "[w]hether the action threatens a violation of Federal,
State, or local law . . . .").
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The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a
Programmatic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less
quantification than an EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex
quantitative analyses. Subsequent EASEISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS
and summarize relevant issues, allowing theindividual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at
itsfocus. Section 4.8 of the SPEIS provides a cumulative impact analysis for each of the viable
alternatives, relative to INS and JTF-6 actions. Again, given the geographic scope of the project and the
uncertainty of project types and locations over the next five years, it would be impossible to accurately
evaluate the cumulative effects within agiven area. Instead, INS and JTF-6 will continue to address such
affects on aregional basiswithin site- or project-specific NEPA documents.

Moreover, as was stated in the SPEIS, Section 1004, P.L 101-510, FY 91 NDAA (as amended) states that
the Secretary of Defense may provide support for the counterdrug activities of any other department of
agency of the Federal Government or of any State, local or foreign agency for any of the purposes
identified in the Authorization Act. Accordingly, Joint Task Force Six, as the Department of Defense
operational headquarters tasked with this mission, may lawfully provide this support.



CONCLUSION

While the Sierra Club and Frontera continue to agree that a meaningful SPEIS would be
helpful to JTF-6 and the INS in evaluating the environmental impacts of their border-wide
program, the latest draft of the SPEIS does not fulfill that promise. It needs to be revised to
adequately address all of the impacts, as well as cumulative impacts, of these activities, and to
consider a proper range of alternatives, including a no action alternative, and an alternative which
would only use the most least intrusive technologies. Alternatively, JTF-6 and INS may try to
address these matters in site-specific EISs. However, those EISs must themselves adequately
address impacts and alternatives, and hence may not give short-shrift to these matters on the
grounds that they were previously addressed in this SPEIS. Finally, JTF-6 and INS must come
into compliance with NEPA by no longer implementing its activities in the border region without
first adequately considering those activities in the manner required by NEPA, the ESA, the
MBTA and other federal laws.

OWard Tystal, on behalf of
the Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club
and the Frontera Audubon Society
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Thank you for your comment.
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The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a
Programmatic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less
quantification than an EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex
quantitative analyses. Subsequent EASEISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS
and summarize relevant issues, allowing the individual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at
itsfocus. Given the geographic scope and programmatic nature of the SPEIS, it isimpossible to identify
the potential impacts of all activities within a specific location. INS makes every attempt to be proactivein
its planning, but must also be somewhat reactive to changes in the smugglers and illegal immigrants modes
of operation. Thus the cumulative effects of all Federal, state and local governments, as well as non-
governmental organizations would be impossible to address in a document of this scope. The INS/JTF-6
instead have committed to fully address all past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions within
site-gpecific NEPA documents that can provide a more meaningful and accurate evaluation of cumulative
effects. The number and types of activities that are expected over the entire border region have been
identified.

Y our department has been afforded the opportunity to provide input during the planning process and has
received all NEPA documents for review. INS and JTF-6 routinely consider impacts to wildlife
populations and habitat and make every attempt to minimize these impacts. Copies of all NEPA documents
have been sent to your department for your review comments during the process. The 1994 PEIS included
the anticipated types of projectsin New Mexico and analyzed the potential impacts to wildlife/habitat, in
generic programmatic terms. Projects identified since then have been addressed in site-specific NEPA
documents tiered to the 1994 PEIS. All of the projects within New Mexico have undergone public scrutiny
during the NEPA process.

The New Mexico Depart of Game and Fish, as indicated above, has been provided a copy of the NEPA
documentsfor al INS and JTF-6 projects within New Mexico. In addition, as standard operating
procedures, we contact your department as early as possible to request input from your agency regarding
listed species, sensitive resources, and general input regarding the potential effects of the project.
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NMDGF-4

NMDGF-5

NMDGF-6

NMDGF-7

NMDGF-8

Cumulative effects of INS and JTF-6 activities (past, current, and anticipated) are discussed in Section 4.8
of the SPEIS. Given the geographic scope and programmatic nature of the SPEIS, it isimpossible to
identify the potential impacts of all activities within a specific location. INS makes every attempt to be
proactive in its planning, but must also be somewhat reactive to changes in the smugglers and illegal
immigrants modes of operation. Thus the cumulative effects of all Federal, state and local governments, as
well as non-governmental organizations would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to addressin a
document of this scope. The INS/JTF-6 instead have committed to fully address all past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions within site-specific NEPA documents that can provide amore
meaningful and accurate evaluation of cumulative effects. The estimated number and types of activities
that are expected over the entire border region have been identified.

See Response above.

Thank you for your comment. INS and JTF-6 are aware of these sensitive resources, as described in
Volume 3 of the Technical Support Document and summarized in Section 3.3 of the SPEIS. Any proposed
projects will be designed with an eye towards these sensitive resources. The USBP is committed to
employing appropriate mitigation measures.

JTF-6 disagrees with your alegations. Surveys are performed by qudified, professional biologists to
identify off-limits areas that contain sensitive habitats, listed species and/or other sensitive and valuable
resources. \We note your concerns, however, and will continue to continue to coordinate with your agency
regarding the placement of TOCs, bivoual sites, etc. The JTF-6 units are provided copies of the NEPA
document, with the appropriate maps, and are informed to strictly remain within the project boundaries.
Regarding terrain denial in particular, these types of activities now require approval from the Secretary of
Defense, as stated on pages 1-10, 1-12, 2-3, and 5-3 of the SPEIS.

INS and JTF-6 coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and appropriate state resource agencies,
including your department, during the planning of all construction projectsin an attempt to avoid impacts
to listed species, as well as sensitive habitats that could support listed species. The New Mexico Depart of
Game and Fish, asindicated above, has been provided a copy of the NEPA documents for all INS and JTF-
6 projects within New Mexico. In addition, as standard operating procedures, we contact your department
as early as possible to request input from your agency regarding listed species, sensitive resources, and
general input regarding the potential effects of the project. We would welcome a site visit by your staff,
but cannot commit to extensive project delays to satisfy your staff’s schedules. Surveys are performed by
qualified, professional biologists to identify off-limits areas that contain sensitive habitats, listed species
and/or other sensitive and valuable resources. The JTF-6 units are provided copies of the NEPA document,
with the appropriate maps, and are informed to strictly remain within the project boundaries.
Environmental briefings, as discussed on page 1-8 of the SPEIS, are conducted with each JTF-6 unit prior
toinitiation of construction activities.
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Comment noted. An errata sheet will be sent to all recipients of the Technical Support Documents to
correct these mistakes. In addition, the Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

An errata sheet will be sent to all recipients of the Technical Support Documents to reflect the new
guidance relative to the MBTA. In addition, the Final SPEIS has been revised to reflect the USFWS
Director’s Order No. 131 and the EO-11629, issued on 10 January 2001, since these are recent changes to
the MBTA regulations that were made after the Revised Draft SPEIS was rel eased.

The SPEIS states that only oneincident occurred since 1994 that involved listed species. Two other
incidents occurred between 1989 and 1994. None of these incidents resulted in an effect that was
considered to potentially jeopardize the continued existence of alisted species. In fact, to compensate for
thelast incident, which involved the San Diego button celery, JTF-6 restored the sites and based upon a 2-
year monitoring study, was successful in establishing populations of the plant at higher densities. Again,
the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish will continue to be afforded the opportunity to provide
input to INS and JTF-6 activities during the planning stages and the public review process. Site specific
EAstiered to this document will address designation of off-limits areas that would be necessary to avoid
sensitive resources.



Mr. Eric Verwers 4 November 8, 2000

We have attached the updated 2 May 2000 Biota Information System of New Mexico (BISON- NMDGF-12

M) New Mexico Wildlife of Concern lists for the five affected counties for inclusion in future
documents.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this SPEIS. However, without site-specific project

information, the Department cannot adequately compare the potential impacts of each alternative, NMDGF-13
recommend an alternative, and suggest mitigation measures. Should you have any further

questions, please contact Mark Watson, Habitat Specialist, of my staff at (505) 827-1210.

Sincerely,

Zd . 3orcon

Tod W. Stevenson, Chief
Conservation Services Division

TWS/MLW
Encl.

Xc (w/o encl,)
Field Supervisor (Ecological Services, USFWS)
Scott Brown (Assistant Director, NMGF)
Bill Hayes (Conservation Services Assistant Division Chief, NMGF)
Alexa Sandoval (Southeast Area Habitat Specialist, NMGF)
Pat Mathis (Southwest Area Habitat Specialist, NMGF)
Mark Watson (Conservation Services Habitat Specialist, NMGF)

An errata sheet will be sent to al recipients of the Technical Support Documents to correct these mistakes. In
addition, the Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

Thank you for your comment.
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USFWS-1

USFWS-2

INS and JTF-6 coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and appropriate state resource agencies
during the planning of all construction projectsin an attempt to avoid impacts to listed species. If aproject
cannot be modified to avoid potential effectsto alisted species, INS and JTF-6 would (and have) entered
into formal Section 7 consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Surveys are performed prior to
initiation of construction to identify the presence of migrant birds and suitable nesting habitat.

INS and JTF-6 coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and appropriate state resource agencies
during the planning of all construction projectsin an attempt to avoid impacts to listed species and general
wildlife populations.



ramps and lots, taxiways, small office buildings, and storage or maintenance
sheds. New building construction activities would typically occur within or
adjacent to existing INS/USBP facilities".

INS needs to consult with USFWS if there is any new or additional facility
construction which may affect listed species.

DSPEIS, Section 1.3.2.7 C cation Towers - Paragraph one states that
"Communication towers are typically built adjacent to a USBP facility;
however, some towers have been constructed by JTF-6 in remote locations,
usually on tops of ridges, to enhance relay of radio transmissions and
provide remote surveillance operations"

The construction of new towers creates a potentially significant impact on
migratory birds, especially some 350 species of night migrating birds.
Communication towers are estimated to kill 4-5 million birds per year, which
violates the spirit and the intent of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat.
755; 16 U.s.c. 703-712) and the Code of Federal Regulations at part 50
designed to implement the MBTA. Some of the species affected are also
protected under the Endangered Species Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Act.

The Service has the following comments on migratory birds. All native
migratory birds (e.g., waterfowl, shorebirds, passerines, hawks, owls,
vultures, falcons) are afforded protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. Communication towers and antennas may pose a hazard to migratory birds
in flight and may pose a threat to nesting birds attracted to the site,
depending on tower height, physical design, lighting, and site location. The
following Service guidelines have been approved as of September 14, 2000 and
are now being implemented.

Service Guidelines For Recommendations On Communications Tower Sitings

1. Any company/licensee proposing to site a new communications tower is
strongly encouraged to co-locate the communications equipment on an existing
communication tower or related structure (e.g., church steeple, billboard
mount, monopole, or building mount). Depending on tower load factors, from
6-10 providers may collocate on an existing tower. If collocation is not
possible, the tower licensee should justify in writing why co-location is not
feasible.

2. If collocation is not feasible, providers are strongly encouraged to
construct towers less than 199 feet AGL, using construction techniques which
do not require guy wires (e.g., use a lattice structure, monopole, etc).
Such towers should be unlighted if Federal Aviation Administration
regulations permit.

3. If constructing multiple towers, providers should consider the cumulative
impacts of all of those towers to migratory birds and threatened and
endangered species as well as the impacts of each individual tower.

4. If at all possible, new towers should be sited within existing "antenna

farms" (clusters of towers). Towers should not be sited in or near wetlands,

Page 2
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USFWS-3

USFWS-4

INS and JTF-6 coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and appropriate state resource agencies during
the planning of all construction projectsin an attempt to avoid impactsto listed species. If aproject can not be
modified to avoid potentia effectsto alisted species, INS and JTF-6 would (and have) entered into formal
Section 7 consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Potential effects of towers on birds, particularly raptors, were discussed in Section 4.8.1 of the SPEIS.
However, INS and JTF-6 appreciates the suggested environmental design features and have incorporated them
into the Final SPEIS. It should be noted that typical remote video surveillance (RV'S) system towers are 60-80
foot high and no separate RV S tower, to date, has been constructed at 199 feet or higher above ground level.
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routes, or in major diurnal Aigratary Bicd movemest roubes or stopowver sites,
mhould have daybiss visual =sarkers on Ehe wires to prevest eallisless by
Chass diussally mowing speciss. For goldance on sarkees, ses Avian Powsrc
Gipe Interaction Commicces (APLIcH. 1934. Migrating Ricd Collfsdons with
Fower Lines: The Sreee of the Arc dn 195, Bdison Bleccrie faseicuts,
Wamtdagten, D.C.. 78 pp. and Avian Power Line Saceraccis Cosmnictes [AFLCI.
135§, Fuggeated Fracticss for Rappar Probectian on Fowser Gines, Edison
Flectrle Ioscitute/Mapras Ridescch Fooodscien, Wsebington, DS, 128 pp.
Ceplua ELE] Ll chtained via che Intarnat nE

E] ) 1 or by calling 1-d00/334-54533.

T. Towers and appendant facilivies akould be alted, desigssd and constracted
3 ag o llmit or minimlse habitat loas wibhin and mdjassnt ©0 che LoWe:
*fogtprint.® Hivesver, & larger cower Castprint is preferable o the ude of
Quy wirmm in coemtructian. Foad accson and fencled sbauld ba nindmized bo
readuce or prevent habltat Croagrestetles asd distursbance, asd to reduce above
ground abdtacles to birds ie Elight.

¥. If significant oowbers of bresdiceg. £sedizg, ar rocating birds are koown
0 habitually wss the propossd Cower construction area, Eeleacackan Bs an
altarnate site should be regormerded. IF chis io nab 4= apeian, peasansl
TepLriotions on OonDEreotlon mMay ke sdvisable ic arder to awold disturhbanos
daring perisds of high bisd aseiviey,

B. In arder toc refuce the nunber of cowers aseded 1o the fwture, prowidsea
should be sacouraged to deolgh e bowece structwcally sed eleotricslly to
Ebetimadale the dppllcint/licknpes’ s antannas apd conparable antermaa for at
leade bwe additiceal uasrs {mnisun of three upers regquired for essh towar
mbructarel , uclson this desian weald requlire bbe addlelan of llghts or guy
wizea ba am ocheewlie anlligkted apdfor ueguyed tower,

10, Hecurity lighting Cov on-greend Fasillelas asd sgaiprent should be down-
shlulded bs kasap light within the bowndsries of the olte,
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11. If a tower is constructed, Service personnel or researchers from the
Communications Towers Working Group should be allowed access to the site to
evaluate bird use, conduct dead-bird searches, to place net catchments below
the towers, and to place radar, Global Positioning System, infrared, thermal
imagery, and acoustical monitoring equipment as necessary to assess and
verify bird movements and to gain information on the impacts of various tower
sizes, configurations, and lighting systems.

12. Towers no longer in use or determined to be obsolete should be removed
within 12 months of cessation of use.

In order to obtain information on the usefulness of these guidelines in
preventing bird strikes, and to identify any recurring problems with their
implementation which may necessitate modifications, please advise us on the
final location and specifications of the proposed tower, and which of the
measures recommended for the protection of migratory birds were implemented.
If any of the recommended measures can not be implemented, please explain why
they were not feasible.

DSPEIS, Texas Gulf Coast Volume 1 Section 3.1.7 Threatened/Endangered
Species and Critical/Sensitive Habitats, pg.3-6 - Paragraph two states that
"One Federally-designated critical habitat (land, water, and air) exists for
the whooping crane in the Arkansas National Wildlife Refuge, and the area
encompassing the Lower Rio Grande National Wildlife Refuge (LRGV NWR) is
deemed as sensitive habitat".

A correction needs to be done to change Arkansas NWR to Aransas NWR. Also,
the DSPEIS should mention the proposed rule to designate critical habitat for
wintering piping plovers (Charadrius melodius), is a small North American
shorebird listed as threatened when on the Texas Gulf Coast. Laguna Atascosa
NWR needs to be added as a refuge protecting sensitive habitat for the piping
plover, in recognition of which it has been in scope of the proposed critical
habitat for that species.

DSPEIS, Texas Land Border (Volume 2 Section 3.2.7 Threatened/Endangered
Species and Critical/Sensitive Habitats - Paragraph two states that ©In
addition, the Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge (The Wildlife
Corridor) and 26 bird rookeries along the lower coast have been deemed as
sensitive habitats (USFWS, 1999)".

Laguna Atascosa NWR and Santa Ana NWR should be added here as sensitive
habitats. The DSPEIS should mention the proposed rule to designate critical
habitat for an endangered plant, the Zapata Bladderpod (Lesquerella
thamnophila), which grows in (Starr and Zapata counties), including units of
the LRGV NWR.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide these comments on the
DSPEIS. Be sure that all INS, USBP, and Jtf-6 field units are made aware of
the DSPEIS comments, so that required consultations and coordination for
federal law compliance and consistency determination purposes will be
effectuated. As we have consistently stated in the past, these activities
could best be accomplished during the scoping and early processes conducted
for all site specific environmental analysis.

Page 4

USFWS-4
cont.

USFWS-5 INS and JTF-6 will coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the design and location of
RV S towers, astheir need and potential sites are identified. These will be addressed in site-specific NEPA
documents.

USFWS-6 An errata sheet will be sent to dl recipients of the Technical Support Documents to correct these mistakes. In
addition, the Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

USFWS-7
An errata sheet will be sent to dl recipients of the Technical Support Documents to correct these mistakes. In
addition, the Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

USFWS-8
Thank you for your comment.



If projser pland changs, porkions wers net oeviewsd, ar 4iFfar frem our
vadsrstanding, please potlfy ua. 2F yea have any questiomp or 1f we can be
of furcher assistance, please call me at the addrese of chin lacearhesd and
ahove phons mombsr,

Himosrely,

Fiak and Wildlife Biologlat

For
hllan Strasd
heoing Field Superviace

[~ -4

U.8. Fish ¢ wWildlidw Service Fisld Qffice, Corpus Christi, TH (B8}

Ean Merrltt, Lower Els Grands Yalley HER, Alesc, TH

Qtave Tabude, Taguna Atasoosa BWRE, Ric Hondo, Tx

Ms. Cindy Selulz, fec. 7 Coordimstor, USPWE, Begion 3, Albequerque. HW
Bryan Rrrayw, USFWE BRED-ES, Region ¥, Albuguergos, W

Sreve Helfert, BSPKS BS Suparvimazr, Reglan 1. Albugesrqgue, HM




fi’ﬂh’ ‘&F
agi«'f?gk'af‘ Ewmiy .

Sens by fnesimile, (81 7) 9780000 and (015) S68-R002, havd copy fe follew
Mavember 13, 2000

Br. Eric Verwers

1.5 Armny Comps of Engineers, Fart Worth District
ATTH: CEAWF-PM-ING

PO Bew 17300

Fom Waonly, TX T6012-0500

U8 Joint Task Forge Six

ATTM: Staff Enginesr -3, Milion Blankenship
Buslding 11603, Biggs AAF

Fort Rliss, TH TO016-0058

Stapsment )

Dear Mr. Verwers:

Fallawing ane the Center for Binkogical Diversity's (CBD) comments on the JTF-G
revased deafl supplemesinl progremnasic Envircamental Impact Sttement (SPEIS). The
praposed sctlon would “implement fall JTF-6 support w INS"s missicn 10 gain and meiniain
contred of the southwesiem U5, Mexico border,” This support consises of myrad projects,
divided oo thes maln caiegories:

& {Iperational; listening and ohservation posts, ground patrals, grouesd sensors,
tecrin detdal, serinl reconmuissance, arward looking infrened mdar, and
usmanned porial vebicke supgan,

» Epgineering: road, bridge, ond culvert sepair amd eonstraction, firing rangs
upgrade end constraction, helipad and 1wy upgrade aed constroction,
copmuanication tower installationy, buildisg rehabilitation, demolition, and
comstruction, bonder fence repair and cosstruction, lightieg faeilities, boat ramp
ineral lstion, water well and seplic system instollatipn, asd Gioess and m:inla;
course desipe and constrection.

FO B e, Prsan, AE 8703
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® General: transportation of personnel, equipment, and materials (evidentiary or

construction), data analysis and processing, training seminars and courses, aerial

photography interpretation, translation or decoding of foreign documents,

intelligence analysis, and tunnel location and demolition. :

"JTF-6 activities are part of INS’s Integrated and Surveillance and Intelligence Systems

(ISIS) program and the SPEIS states the purpose of JTF-6 existence is “to detect, deter, and
apprehend drug traffickers” in accordance with the National Defense Authorization Act.
Additionally, military personnel are provided with “realistic training needed to prepare for
National emergencies.” The nature of these emergencies is not addressed.

This is the second draft SPEIS, the first being prepared in 1999. The document states that
because of comments on the first SPEIS, the INS and JTF-6 determined that the scope nf the
analysis was “too broad” and therefore “decided to prepare a more narrow focus.” It is not
specifically explained how this more narrow focus differs from the first analysis. CBD (then
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity) provided extensive comments on the first SPEIS
addressing the following issues: range of alternatives, cumulative effects, cumulative effects with
a.focus on JTF-6 operations and activities in-Nogales, Arizona and surrounding vicinity,
cumulative effects with a focus on acreage disturbed by JTF-6 activities, affected environment,
indirect effects, purpose and need statement, and the relation of the Posse Comitatus Act to JTF-
6 operations and activities. These comments are also relevant to the revised SPEIS, and are
incorporated by reference. The agency’s preferred alternative is the “Full JTF-6 support to INS,
including the ISIS program.”

With respect to the revised SPEIS, there remains ambiguity as to exactly what is JTF-6's
jurisdiction and purpose. Although the SPEIS repeatedly claims that JTF-6 support is provided
only for “projects which have illegal drug control purposes,” it also contains the much broader
statement at page 1-10 that support would be provided for “detecting and deterring illegal
activities,” without any clarification as to what these “illegal activities™ are, or how this highly
ambiguous direction abides by the Posse Comitatus Act and additional statutory directives which
limit military domestic operations to the “war on drugs.” For example, the SPEIS notably fails to
mention JTF-6 projects in relation to the Border Patrol’s primary mission, immigration
enforcement.'

It is critical that JTF-6's role in immigration efforts be addressed, as these efforts have

. ! Only indirect reference to immigration is made, such as the statement at page 4-16 that

“improvements to roads in the Otay Mountain area in San Diego County, CA, allowed the USBP to
conduct their patrol activities more effectively, significantly curtailing the amount of illegal cross-
country traffic that was occurring in the area.”

CBD-1.

CBD-2.

CBD-3.

CBD-4.

CBD-5.

CBD-6.

Y our quote is taken out of context. The correct statement, as presented on pageii of the SPEIS s “The purpose of
the JTF-6 support and 1SIS projects is to enhance the ability of INS and U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) to detect,
deter, and apprehend illegal immigrants and drug traffickers.” Also, as indicated on page 1-7, JTF-6 provides
assistance and support to law enforcement agencies with counterdrug responsibilities as directed by the National
Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 101-510). National emergencies are situations where the US miilitary is needec
for combat purposes for National Defense, to protect a foreign entity that is considered of vital strategic or
economic resource for the US and/or to provide humanitarian services after natural disasters worldwide.

The Final SPEIS has been revised (Chapter 1) to describe the differencesin the two draft documents.

All previous comments made by CBD (then Southwest center for B.D.) have been incorporated into the
Administrative Record for consideration by the federal decision maker. INS, JTF-6 reiterate their previous
responses to CBD original comments. INS and JTF-6 stand by the responses provided in the Revised Draft SPEIS
to the Center for Biological Diversity’s origina comments.

The word “drug” has been inserted between “illegal” and “activities’ in the Final SPEIS. As stated on page 1-8,
JTF-6 activities are liminated by the Posse Comitatus Act and by the National Defense Authority Act (P.L. 101-
510).

The Posse Comitatus Act and how it is applied is discussed on page 1-8 of the Revised Draft SPEIS.

JTF-6 projects are thoroughly reviewed, prior to approval, to ensure that there is a counterdurg nexus associatec
with the Support Request. If there is not a nexus, the project is not approved. Indirect benefits to the USBP ¢
effectiveness to control illegal immigration occur since the infrastructure necessary to detect, apprehend and deter
illegal drug smugglers are similar to those needed to control illegal entries of any kind. Furthermore, as stated or
page 1-6 of the SPEIS, the USBP has become the |eading Federal agency in counterdrug operations.



had enormous direct and indirect effects'oft the borderlands environment.? With respect to
indirect effects, most notable is the shifting of human migration routes—and ensuing
enforcement efforts—from urban centers into remote, 'biologically diverse, and ecologically
fragile lands. Thus, as JTF-6 and the Border Patrol “secure” traditional border crossing areas
such as San Diego, El Paso, and Nogales, the human wave of migration has flowed to the remote
mounta}ins and canyons east of San Diego, the deserts of western Atizona, and the remote
scrublands of Texas. Hundreds of migrants die in these forbidding environments each year.

The shifting tides of human migrants have undoubtedly impacted the ecology of border
areas. For example, Border Patrol efforts (very often facilitated by JTF-6 support) in Texas and
California have magnified immigration routes into Arizona, specifically in the Douglas area, now
the busiest Border Patrol sector in the country. Many important and uniquely designated lands,
including the Huachuca Mountains, San Pedro River National Riparian Conservation Area, San
Bernadino National Wildlife Refuge, and the Chiricahua Mountains are being impacted by the
shifted routes of im:migration which have thus far resulted from enforcement efforts.

Exponentially more harmful than migrant impacts, however, is the predictable JTF-6 and
Border Patrol missions and projects which follow. For example, the recently released
Environmental Assessment for Infrastructure Within U.S. Border Patrol Naco-Douglas Sector
states that 40 miles of road improveménts, seven miles of stadium style lights,16 remote
surveillance sites, nine miles of steel landing mat fence, two low water crossings, 6.25 miles of
vehicle barrier, and a new Border Patrol station have been or will soon be constructed in the
Naco sector alone. JTF-6 has assisted or directly completed many of these projects, and will
apparently be camped in the Douglas area this winter to undertake similar efforts. Ominously,
one proposed project is the construction of several miles of “border barrier” within Coronado
National Monument, a unit of the National Park System.

2 The need to address indirect, interrelated, and interdependent environmental effects during

the NEPA process is well established by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and
judicial interpretations of NEPA. While federal agencies are not responsible for addressing effects which
are highly speculative and remote, they must address those that are “reasonably foreseeable.” §
1508.8(b), 1502.22(b); Metropolitan Edison Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766, 777-78
(1983). For example, the regulations specify that indirect effects must be considered in determining the
significance of a proposed action, stating that such effects may include growth inducing effects and other
induced effects in the pattern of land use, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems.
40 C.F.R. § 1502.16; 1508.8; 1508.25; sce also Methow Valley Citizens Council v. Regional Forester,
833 F.2d 810, 816-17 (9" Cir. 1987), rev’d on other grounds, 490 U.S. 332 (1989)Forest Service
consideration of whether to issue permit for proposed ski resort required under NEPA to address
development which would be induced by resort); Sierra Club v. Marsh, 769 F.2d 868, 877 (1* Cir.
1985)(Corps’ and Federal Highway Administration’s finding of no significant impact for proposed
construction of cargo port and causeway found inadequate because environmental assessment failed to
address probable resulting industrial development); City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 679 (9" Cir.
1975)EIS on proposed highway interchange must address development potential which would result).
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CBD-7.

CBD-8.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to address the indirect effects of illegal immigration shifting to more
remote areas. It should be noted, however, that this shift a choice made by the smugglers and immigrants and
that the INS has no control of their selection of locations for their attemptsto gainillegal entry into the US.

These projects are included in the total number and types of projects presented as Table 2-1 of the Revised
Draft SPEIS. It should be emphasized that the border barrier project in the Coronado National Monument
you mentioned, has not been planned as yet, and thus a Support Reguest has not been received by JTF-6. If a
Support Request is received and approved, a project-specific NEPA document would be prepared and
coordinated through the National Park Service, among others.



Many, & et most, of the resoic areas betng subjected wr increased JTF-6 and Border
Pasrol persannel, a3 well &5 operations and englneesing missices, are an federally cumed public
lands. [n Arizoea, dee pereehinge of public lands iz overwhelmleg. Despile the preseece af 2
large number of Maganal Parks, Manuments, Foeests, Wildemess area, Wikdlife Fefopes, and 2
Meticoal Riparion Censervation Aress, and mony lands administered by the Bureay of Ll
Munagement (BLM], the SPEIS completely fils 1o sckeowladge the issue of inpects 5o unignely
desigeaved apeas. In et the lssne of pubdic leds imgacts i3 ahaolulely ignored.’

An additional and fundamental issue raZsed by the SPELS lack of candor reganting
Imamigratiom enforcenvent is the segmensed NEPA sealysis currently being cosdocted by JTF-6
and the Border Patrol (i.2. separacs progremmatic analysis of Border Patrol opetations in
Arizoma). Thest two apsncies heve worked together on livsenlly thousands of missions im the
i, and will olwionsly continue 0 do 50 in the fulgre, [n fact, the Barder Pairol, JTF-5 amd
ather sgencles mach m the Drug Endorcement Ageney hive essentinlly become ome super
militnry-2Zvilian conglomerate as the war agningt drags and immigronis bas intensified. Thas, the
apalyvsis of JTF-6 Belvilics and apemilioess in isalatios o Barder Pagral sctivities snd oporations
greatly undersisies the curlntive effects of their callective efforts on the 1,5, -Mexicn honder,

In general, the revised SPEIS, like the originsl SPELS, proyides limited information and
analysis to the poist of uselessness. Far example, an exiremely menger three paragraphs is
devaled i discussing the prefemred aliemsative’s (full suppaen, tdtuding the 1515 program)
antivipated alfiss o Eremensd and endangened speies,” Mot of this “anatveis™ describes the
m¢ of biolagists 5o survey propased and aliemate roues and lecations in order 1o beenie ol
awodd anens ial suppont prolecied species ™ (Page 4.17). This insufficiency of corsideration is
famther ansplified by the dounting army of possible JTF-6 missians and the 80 federally lisied
species which oeoar slong the 2,000 mile border, Despile the gy body of scientific ressarch
addressing possible emviconmental effects of these missions—in pasticalir engineering nyissans
auch a1 rosd coemtroction and re-constnaetion, fenee and wall bullding, and bigh powered
ainditam syl lighs insrallation-—there is 2ot one sciemific reference or citation provided, Ample
studies concerning e many borderland federally listed spetics mre likewise ignored, In fact, the
SPELS does mal provide the et basic and fandamenal information regardieg threatensd sed
endarggered spocies, inclnding a list of chose species, the habitats they depend on, the areas of the
barder they an known 10 secur, their reladon to past and present prodects and ansicipaced relanion
10 fubgre projects, ¢ie, This complete absence of nfonmation reganding the effects of TIF-6
gctivities and operntines on threstened and endemgered species is o plear violstion of Endangered
SBpecies Aot section T cansubtmtion requiremints as well as seetion 9 ke prohibitionz

' Apparently none of tese lends quedify as & "uniqoe or sensitive eren™ as defined m page 354
of ik 5PEIS. '

* This dearth of amalysis 5 & microcoem of tie SPELS, The “Envimomentsl Consaqpsnce:
section af the docwsml ik only 34 pages.
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CBD-9.

CBD-10.

CBD-11.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include a discussion of impacts on public lands and other unique or
sensitive areas. It should be noted, however, that the section you referenced is a summary of one subsection of
an entire volume Technical Support Document. The Technical Support Documents are a 5-volume series that
provides the baseline conditions that are incorporated by reference to the SPEIS.

INS/JTF-6 do not concur that segmentation has occurred. The 1994 PEIS provided full disclosure of all the
types of projects that were planned or conceived at that time. Subsequent site- or project-specific NEPA
documents were tiered to the 1994 PEIS as projects were identified. This document supplements and updates the
1994 PEIS and is intended to provide continued full disclosure of future projects. Furthermore, INS has
subsequently initiated effortsin its McAllen (Texas) and Tucson and Y uma (Arizona) sectors to prepare sector-
wide programmatic EISs to address INS/USBP operations and infrastructure projects. These will serve as
companion documents to this SPEIS, but would provide a more focused environmental analysis within amore
defined geographic area. The infrastructure projects addressed in these documents will be those expected to be
completed by JTF-6 units, USBP personnel, General Services Administration, and private contractors. The Final
SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic EIS, as
defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an EA/EIS for a
specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent EAS/EISs can
be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant issues, allowing the individual
EA or EISto concentrate on the specific action at its focus.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic
EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an
EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent
EAS/EISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEI'S and summarize relevant issues, allowing
theindividual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at its focus. Discussions regarding listed species
are contained in the Technical Support Documents, which are summarized in the SPEIS, as stated on page 3-1.
The Technical Support Documentsis a 5-volume series that provides the baseline conditions that are
incorporated by reference to the SPEIS. Given the geographic scope and programmatic nature of the SPEIS, it is
impossible to identify the potential impacts to alisted species within a specific location. Once a site- or project-
specific need isidentified, INSJUSBP and JTF-6 coordinate with the USFWS and appropriate state agencies
during the planning process to document whether a specific project may affect alisted species. If such a
determination is made, INS/'USBP and/or JTF-6 will modify the project to avoid such impacts or enter into
formal Section 7 consultation and submit a Biological Assessment, as required by the ESA.



Additionally, the cumulative effecfsvané.lys‘is‘in the revised SPEIS continues to be
woefully inadequate (please refer to CBD’s comments on the original SPEIS for a mote thorough
discussion of this issue). In responding to these comments, the revised SPEIS states that
“although INS and JTF-6 agree that cumulative effects analysis typically include all past and
reasonably foreseeable projects,” it concludes (without legal reference) that such analysis “would
not be meaningful, especially in light of the fact that no specific project locations are currently
known” (Response to CBD comments, page 4). This claim, however, is patently false, as
evidenced by JTF-6 plans to camp and conduct several projects in the vicinity of Douglas,
Arizona this winter and its continuing engineering and support missions in the San Diego
vicinity. More generally, it is difficult to believe that JTF-6 and the Border Patrol have not
developed short to medium term plans to facilitate their continuing efforts to “secure” the
international border. Finally, local law enforcement agency (LLEA) requests for JTF-6 support
must be channeled through Operation Alliance and then be given to a particular military unit. It
is well known that many of these units rely on, and plan for, the associated infusion of cash
associated with these missions and often know their missions well before they are actually
executed. In sum, the SPEIS’s repeated ass¢rtions that a proper cumulative effects analysis
cannot be conducted because there is no information regarding future projects is simpty not
supported by the facts. Under NEPA, reasonably foreseeable impacts must be considered as part
of the cumulative effects analysis, and the revised SPEIS has clearly failed to meet this mandate.

At page 4-30, the SPEIS lists the number of JTF-6 projects completed between 1994 and
1998. According to this table, JTF-6 has cofnpleted approximately 50 road projects, 20 helipads,
15 base operations, 35 training ranges, 20 fences, and 50 engineering assessments. Thus, the
approximate 170 engineering projects which JTF-6 completed in these years far outnumbers the
21 projects which have been evaluated in that time, as listed at page 4-29. When was proper
NEPA evaluation conducted on the remaining 130 projects? Moreover, the outreach associated
with the NEPA analysis which have been conducted has been systematically inadequate. CEQ
implementing regulations at § 1500(b} state that NEPA’s broad purposes include “insur[ing] that
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made”
and that “public scrutiny [is] essential to implementing NEPA. To this end, § 1506.6 requires
federal agencies to “make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing
their NEPA procedures,” and lists a number of ways to achieve this goal, including mailings to
persons or organizations who have expressed interest, publication in local newsletters and )
newspapers, notice to other media, and notice to state and areawide clearinghouses. JTF-6 has
failed to meet this mandate by failing to provide proper notice of its NEPA analysis, by failing to
pro-actively develop a permanent mailing list of interested individuals and organizations, and by
generally treating NEPA as an obstacle rather than an essential federal statute. The public
involvement section of the SPEIS should be amended to include the mailing list for the current
NEPA process. Please also include the mailing list which has been used for the various
Environmental Assessments (EA) to date. All individuals and organizations which have
commented on, or expressed an interest, in the SPEIS should be included in a permanent mailing
list for future JTF-6 projects.
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CBD-14.

CBD-15.
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The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic
EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an
EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses.
Subsequent EAS/EISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant
issues, alowing the individual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at its focus. Given the
geographic scope and programmatic nature of the SPEIS, it isimpossible to identify the potential impacts
within a specific location. INS makes every attempt to be proactive in its planning, but must also be somewhat
reactive to changes in the smugglers and illegal immigrants modes of operation. Thus the cumulétive effects
of all Federal, state and local governments, as well as non-governmental organizations would be impossible to
address in a document of this scope. The INS/JTF-6 instead will commit to fully address all past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions within site-specific NEPA documents that can provide amore
meaningful and accurate evaluation of cumulative effects.

Site specific NEPA documents were prepared for all activities proposed in the Douglas, Arizona area prior to
the initiation of construction, as committed to in the 1994 PEIS and the 1999 Draft SPEIS, and were submitted
for public review. INS makes every attempt to be proactive in its planning, but must also be somewhat
reactive to changes in the smugglers and illegal immigrants modes of operation. JTF-6 missions are
formulated only upon receipt of a support request and approval by Operation Alliance. JTF-6 then solicits
assistance from volunteer Active and Reserve duty units from across the nation. Thus, it is nearly impossible
for JTF-6 to accurately predict its missions beyond a 1-year time frame.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic
EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an
EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses.
Subsequent EAS/EISs can betiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant
issues, alowing the individual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at its focus. The Final SPEIS
has been revised to clarify the difference between the table and figure you referenced. 1t should be noted here
however, that the engineering assessments are feasibility studies and, thus, do not require NEPA analyses or
documentation.

INS and JTF-6 publish the notices of availability in local and regional newspapers and provide press rel eases
to newspapers and radio and television stations as part of public service announcements. Whether the public
service announcements are released are beyond the control of INS and JTF-6. NEPA documents are sent to
resource agencies and to organizations or individuals that have expressed interests in receiving such
information. In addition, most INS and JTF-6 NEPA documents, including this SPEIS, have been placed on
the worldwide web at the Fort Worth District’s homepage.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to list all the recipients of hard copies of the SPEIS as Appendix B. (we
cannot discern which people/organizations have downloaded the SPEIS from the web site).



The revised SPEIS alsa continues ta provide condlicting information with respect i ~
armed JTF-6 ground petrola. The responss to conmets stales that “ng JTF-6 units have besn
armed since 1997 dnd that this policy i expected to continue,” Cither sections of SPEIS, ! CBD-17
lowever, directly contradict this stalement. For example, the sumenary sheet simes that ’
operational support missions will inglude both ground patrols and terrain denkal, Page [-11
explems further that "grousd patreds [will] invelve 10 12 military persoseed teavelieg on foot
with tha intesd of discavering illegal drug activities such & the cultivation of mardjemams,” Wil -
the 11.5. military be conducting these missions unmmmed?

Fieally, NEFA requires the preparation of an EIS 1o include a *purpose and need™ section,
which “briefly speaif[les] the underlying parpose and noad 10 which the agency is responding in N
proposing the altervatives miludEng the propased sction.™ &0 CFR § [ 50213, The SPEIS
identifies FTF.&'s existenos &5 necessary 1o Yeliminate illegnl dnig serivithes™ Gives thia
praffered purpase and seed, the SPEIS must address the cumulative effects, ar the axecss, of
JTF-6i and the Border Patral in achievieg these goals thus far, Fromg many accounts, gfoms w
date hove heen mn u];l.mitignt:d. failure (ourlined in greser detpdl in CHD cosmeents on the
arigingl SPEIR). This cegoirg fxilore calls into serious guestion the validity of the praffersd
purpos: and nesd sectics. [Fno measure of soccess has been achleved 1o dare, why ez thar
amy will be mpde in the fisture? <

CBD-18.

~

Thank vou fir this oppestimity 1o comment on the revised deaft programenatic
Envirenimenss] Impdit Statement for INS and JTF-S activities aloag the U_8-Mexies boeder,
Plesase send e flzal EIS when it becomes mmilable,

Sincerely,

Center for Binkogical Diversity
P, BHox 710
Tueson, AZ B3T0Z

JTF-6 stands by the quotation in your comment. In addition, as stated on pages 1-10 and 4-20 of the Revised
Draft SPEIS, the JTF-6 units“...rely solely on the USBP agents to provide security for the military
personnel.” Thereis no contradiction to this statement in the SPEIS.

Section 1.2 of the Revised Draft SPEIS contains afull description of the purpose and need for the proposed
action, at a programmatic level. Detailed descriptions of the purpose and need for specific actions will be
provided in site-specific NEPA documents tiered to this SPEIS. The Final SPEIS has been revised to include
clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS
generally contains less detail and less quantification than an EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and
usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent EASEISs can be tiered to the PEIS and
need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant issues, allowing the individua EA or EISto
concentrate on the specific action at itsfocus. INS and JTF-6 disagree with your statement regarding the
success in detecting, apprehending, and deterring illegal drug traffickers.



@ MALDEF

Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund

San Antonio

Regional Office

140 E. Houston Streot

Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 76205 November 14, 2000
Tel: 2102245476 ’

Fax: 210224 5382

Nationat Headquarters

Los Angeles

Reglonal Office

634S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90014 Al E AND FIR: A
Tel* 213.628 2512

Fag. 213.629.0266

Chicago

Regional Office Eric W Verwers

Lol Randolph Street  Immigration and Naturalization Service
Chicago, IL 60601 A/E Resource Center

P 137551938 Attention: CESWE-PM-INS

Sam Francisco 819 Taylor Street, Room 3A28

Regional Office Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

660 Market Street

Suite 206

San Francisco, CA%105 DAY 817-978-0200

Tel. 415.248.5803
Fag. 415.248.5816

Washington, D.c. Re:  Revised Draft Suppl ! Progr ic Envirc | Impact

o e Statement for INS and JTF-6 Activities Along the U.S./Mexico Border

Suite 311

oo Dear Mr. Verwers:

Fax' 202.293.2849

e e On behalf of the San Antonio Regional Office of the Mexican American Legal

926 J Street Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF), I am writing to endorse in substantial form the

oo, CAgsgs €O provided by Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club and Frontera Audubon

e Society (“Comments”) on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' July 2000 Revised Draft of
the Suppl 1 Progr ic Envirc 1 Impact § (SPEIS) for both INS

T Office and JTF-6 activities in southern Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California. MALDEF

2 . McDowell Road i H H " .
Tl McbowellRoad — does have the following qualifications and perspectives to add to those Comments:

Phoenix, AZ 85004
Tel 602 307-5018
Faz 602.307-5928 1.

MALDEF does not endorse the use of employer sanctions for the hiring of
undocumented workers as means of controlling the unregulated flow or migrant

?;}:;52‘:5':5%;:"“ . workers. We diverge with the Comments in so far as they suggest this as an
Suite 201 ' alternative method for dealing with the flow of undocumented workers. Giving
et NV L7106 employers responsibilities for enforcement of immigration law has proven
Faz: 505.246.9164 detrimental to workers’ rights. See Resolution of the AFL-CIO Executive
Atlanta

Census Office
3355 Lenox Road
Suite 750
Atlanta, GA 30326
Tel 404.504.7020
Foz 404.504 7021

Celebrating Our 30™ Anniversary
Protecting and Promoting Latino Civil Rights

MALDEF 1-1. Comment noted



Committee, February 16, 2000. For MALDEF, a meaningful consideration of
alternatives should consider ways to eliminate the distortion of the U.S. labor
market caused by the unlawful exploitation of undocumented workers. Enforcing
the rights of workers, doct d and undocy d, and cracking down on
employers who hire immigrants in order to lower labor standards and avoid or
violate U.S. labor and employment law, would help correct what is now a distorted
labor market, “subsidized” by the exploitation of immigrant workers. Correcting
labor market distortions through vigorous enforcement of U.S. labor and
employment law would provide the incentive and opportunity to regulate and
control the migrant flow. Reform of U.S. immigration policy could then meet the
real needs of the U.S, labor market.

Drug interdiction is apparently incidental to the Border Patrol’s efforts to prevent
unauthorized entries. Yet the patterns and practices of drug traffickers and
undocumented immigrants are distinct, and it is both unfair and unwise to confiise
the two. Conflating the immigration problem into the drug problem has been used
to justify the increased militarization of the border, as well as the vilification of the
undocumented immigrant worker. This has had a negative impact on human and
civil rights, local communities, and the environment. One federal judge on the
Fifth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals recently decried the erosion of constitutional
rights along the border in the name of the government’s so-called “War on Drugs”
and crackdown on illegal immigration. See United States v. Ibarra, 212 F.3d 877
(5™ Cir. 2000) (WIENER, J., Dissenting, in a dissent filed separately on August 10,
2000). Activities already engaged in by JTF-6 have led to the tragic killing of one
border resident, Ezequiel Hernandez, and forced residents of another border
community (Rio Bravo, Texas) to bring suit in an effort to prevent disruption of
their environment by the use of heavy machinery in construction and military
surveillance flyovers. See Rio Grande International Study Center, Maria
Gonzalez, Guadalupe Elizondo, and David Braskv. U.S. Department of Defense,
ef al,, No. L-98-9 (SD. Tex.), subsequently settled by the parties after the
particular JTF-6 mission in dispute was effectively completed. The unfair
vilification of the undocumented immigrant has contributed to the rise of
vigilantism along the border and the shooting deaths of immigrants such as Eusebio
de Haro (See San Antonio Express-News, “Shootings inflaming tensions along
border,” 5/27/2000). Immigrant deaths from exposure to natural risks have also
increased since the implementation of various INS border enforcement operations,
without significantly deterring the migrant flow.

The confusion of the drug enforcement role and justification of JTF-6 with Border
Patrol efforts to stop the undocumented migrant flow also clouds the necessary
policy debate that must take place concerning our southern border with Mexico.
MALDEF seriously questions whether the proposed projects, surveillance, and

MALDEF1-1.

cont.

MALDEF1-2.

MALDEF1-3.

MALDEF1-4.

Counterdrug operations are one of the top missions of the USBP and as stated on page 1-6 of the R(—‘*__vi_sed
Draft SPEIS, “...the USBP aso has assumed the major Federal responsibility for illegal drug interdiction.”

Comment noted.

Deaths of persons attempting to illegally breach the US border were addressed on page 4-20 of the Revised
Draft SPEIS. Recognizing that such deaths do occur, the USBP has reallocated funds, equipment and
personnel for search and rescue operations. Thisis particularly true during seasons with extreme
temperatures. The final SPEIS has been revised to include data on rescue operations.



support measures considered by the SPEIS will have a significant, overall impact
on curbing the entry of illegal drugs into the U.S. market. The data given by the
SPEIS on drug seizures in recent years does not specify whether those seizures
were made at or near ports of entry, at other, unauthorized border crossings, or on
roads leading away from the border. It is unclear what precise connection the
proposed measures will have with the patterns and practices of drug traffickers.
In addition, no datais presented on the volume/value of drugs seized by the Border
Patrol as a percentage of the total volume/value of drugs making their way into the
U.S. market. This makes it difficult to assess the relative impact of drug
interdiction by the Border Patrol on the overall drug problem, and whether any
potential benefit might be outweighed by the negative effects of the proposed
actions. In addition to the negative effects mentioned above and in the Comments,
MALDEF is concerned about the potential escalation of border tensions, violence,
and even organized criminal activity as an unintended result of or response to the
enhanced military presence.

MALDEF1-5. These data are from apprehension and seizure data provided by the USBP Sectors along the southweste
border.

MALDEF1-6. TheFinal SPEIS has been revised to include thisinformation (NOTE: need statistics from USBP)

MALDEF1-7. Comment noted.

3. MALDEF does not endorse use of the term “illegal alien” when employed by the
Comments,

MALDEF1-8. Comment noted.

e A SV R

taff Attorney
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YA FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL
Eric W. ¥Werwers
Immigration and Moturshzation Sevice

AVE Rescmnce Cortor

Adtention: CESWE-PALIMS

81% Taylor Serect, Room JA2E

Fom Woeth, Teowas 76 102-0300

EAX: 8170740000

Re Corvestion 1o botter of | 11400, MALDEF s qualified sndoreemiss of
Comments to the Revised Draft Sapplessental Programmatic
Ermvirorenental Impact Statement for INS and FTF-6 Activities Alomg
tha U5 Mo Border

Dhear Mr. Yeraerns:

With this lebier [ wish to coevect an emor bn cistion contsimed in my lesier of
Nodember 14, 2000, conoeming MALDEF's qualified esdorsement of the Commeses
wabmdtted by the Lome Star Chapser of the Siers Clob snd Fromiera Audubos Saci
{"Comments”) on the 1.5 Army Carps of Engineers July 2000 Revised Draft of the

[T T
Tl it i
o FHRAREA

A e, N 0 B
Tl am m0 Ty
P e R R

Ridanla
Lemini Oflkis
158 Loee Ut
. TH
Al
Tl aBiild 7RIS
Fas 0 WA

Supplemental T'r atse Eswironrmanasd Impact Sissessedl (SPEDS). s polnt 23 of my
N'mmubu Tdeh Retier, reforemee wis msde to & disent by budpe Wieser of the Ficth
Circuit U5, Court of Appeals  The proper citation to Judge Wiener's dissent is: Linfd
Simtes v, Fapoa-laren, 223 F 34 281 (3% Cir. 2000) (WIENER, |, dusentisg), The
eftation given wis that of the magaricy apinion fled in My 2000, with & sote thet Judge
Wiiser's Hasist wien Fieed hater o Ausgrast 10, 2000, Judge Wienes's disent may be found
at the ahowe Fedeml Reporter oite.

Fleass exinuse amy conflsbon thet may heve been esased by the error in citetion,
Thank you for your stientios to this matter.

Sineerghy,

Bermmn
Aoy

Celebrating Our 30" Anniversary
Proteeting and Promaoting Lotine Civil Rights

MALDEF2-1.

Comment noted.



LONE STAR CHAPTER

LOWER RIO GRANDE GROUP

204 Enst | Ith Sereed
Weghico, Texas TESMG
Mavesnber 10, 2000

(W"-;r faw -3 -r.lr.lj|

Eric: W' Verwers

Immaigmiion & Maromlization Sarviee

AE Ressource Cemler, Atin: CESWF-FR-IMNS
£19 Taylor Strenl, Room JAZE

Fort Waorth, Texas T6102-0300

Rir: Revised Dmald Supplermental Programmatic Envircementad Inspact
Statement for INS and JTF-6 Activities Along the L5 Mexicn Horder

Desr Mr. Verwor:

These comments are o behsll of the: Laower Rio Grande ¥alley CGroups of the Sierra Club
amd B Fromisn Andubon Sociery, corsdvilonuyiroieenial ofganizstiom wilk a
combined membership of ower 700 members here in Soulh Texas

Wihile we sckrowledge the meed for an effective INS presence along the LS. border i
deier smuggling and legal deug sotry, car members are overwhelmingly opposed o the
militarization of the border which JTF-§ reproscnts. JTF-6'% "Operational Soopon®
{listeming/observation posts, ground patreds, iermdn deminls, serisl recon) is both a violetion of
ther U5, lew which prohibas the mifinry from domestic police action, and an apen invitstion
o widespresd enviroesmental damage and cvildomen dghes inmidation The border i3
whirne we live, it i our hame. And Borne o many species al rene, threntened and endanpensd
species of pleets and anémals, gnd their babitats. JITF-6, in Hs own wonds Jpage i) wants tn
"peoveidde the eedlitary units with realistic tralning® %och unining sboukd sl must szeur on
military hases, pot alang the border where people live and where there are Matiomal Parks and
Bformments, Mational Wildlife Refiages and Fensts, ond ndiag Reservations.

Sienm Clob and Froniem Audubon believe thae this SPELS is insufficient and imdequae
im detniling and discussing both locelly specific effects and impacts of the proposed activitios,
and alse the cumulative impacte. We also believe thal INSTTF-6 is in apregioes violiion of
MEPA by already Inyplemsenting many of the "proposed® actions before compdesing the NEPA
prooess. For more defailed analysis wi nefier you to the commests of Howard Crvstal of
Mever & Gliteenstein, who represent cur arganizstions in this matier, and who represented us
im litigation aver TNS's "Operetion Bie Grands” in South Texas |Difenders of Wilidlil, <1 sl
v. Dris hnissner, et all

W'e strangly feel that the "me action” aleernetive is the best alterrative. The comrent
SPEIR dizssisaes ther "me action” alternative with misdmal apalyels, seving thes this abematbe
weouilid “nat satlafy the porpose and seed” of INS, _“and chat the effectivisss of the TNS i
apprehending legal dnag ralficking would be grestly reduced “{pape 2-6) Thiz is pazntly
False and ivsupporieble. For prool ong nisd ondy ook a1 INS'S "Operation Rie Oraede”

Wb e e e pebeh, el et by el g e 11 bt besd b s b

3 et

s

e

The Posse Comitatus Act is discussed on page 1-9 of the Revised Draft SPEIS. Operationa support such as LP/OPS,
ground patrols, terrain denials, and aerial reconnaissance, are not prohibited by the Posse Comitatus Act. JTF-6 does
not provide or conduct police actions.

Thereslistic training that provided the deployment and redeployment of engineering units and their equipment, which
provides valuable experience in engineering operations, logistics and scheduling.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic EIS, as
defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an EA/EIS for &
specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent EASEISs can be
tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant issues, alowing the individual EA or
EIS to concentrate on the specific action at its focus. Given the geographic scope and programmatic nature of the
SPEIS, it is impossible to identify the potential impacts within a specific location. INS makes every attempt to be
proactive in its planning, but must also be somewhat reactive to changes in the smugglers and illegal immigrants
modes of operation. The INS/JTF-6 will commit to fully address al past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
actions within site-specific NEPA documents that can provide a more meaningful and accurate evaluation of
cumulative effects.

INS acknowledges that a settlement has been reached regarding Operation Rio Grande litigation. However, INS and

JTF-6 know of only one other project (Laredo Border Road Improvements) that has been challenged relative to
violations of NEPA. The courtsruled in favor of the INS and JTF-6 in thislitigation.

Comment noted.

While the No Action alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need, it is carried forward for analysis, along with the
other viable aternatives, rather than being dismissed.



Although it istrue that JTF-6 has not participated in Operation Rio Grande, JTF-6 has supported the McAllen
Sector USBP by providing road improvements, fences, light installation, firing and training range development, and
boat ramps. All of these infrastructure projects have facilitated the success of the McAllen Sector and Operation
Rio Grande.

Crrmnde” has been ble 10 more than dookile the manber of BF agenits, utilize advapesd
mlululo#'imu{iun & Breail semsars, nemois wideo cameras, o gEA viskon peOmes, 10, ), sume
floedights in non-eenvircamensally seeaiilve aress, and cecessary envirenmentally compatible
Infrestruceure, all withow! amy participation or invelvemseat of JTF-6.
ITF- ie wnewdad and wewanied along the border, TNS can da and fs doieg fis job }
SC-8

wiich INS/HP bas repeatedly called a suocess. Here in Sonth Texas, N9 with "Orpaention Rio } sC7

elfectivety without FIF-G, We urge seleztion of the "ho sction® sheraate, Alemmative 5.

: Comment noted.
Thenk you for this epporbanity 1o eammenL

Hincerely,
o T g Coletl
Jimn Chapman Mary Lan Campbell

LRGN froup, Siera Club Frontera Audubon Socleny



United States Department of the Interior

CFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
T of I

Albiupuergn, Bew Mgk 57109

Nowember 32, T

ER 0763

L8, Armry Corps of Engineers

Fort Warth District

ATTHN: CESWF-FM-TMS (Bric Verwers)
PO B 17300

Fort Waorth, Texss 76102-0300

Drear Mr. Verwers:

The LULE. Dopartroent of the Taderor has reviewed the Revised Draft Supplemental Programmacic
Ervvironmental Ienpaet Statesenn (B15) for THS and JTF-6 Activities alang the U5 Medco
Border, huly 2000, Previously, we provided vou commenis an Auguast 10, 1998 snd August 11,
1598 {ER, 580395 om the Motice of Iment and My 18, 1999 {ER $#9/158) om the D
Supplemental Programmatio ELS prepared harch 1599, In this regard, please coosider these

cosmments, ns approprisie, and the Foflowing comments a5 you procsed with fiutare emiranmental The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic
analyses and dacumentation EIS, as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an
o ) ) ) o ) EA/EIS for a specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses.
Wm PO LA N m':m;::m“'fh‘:":ﬁﬁ“;ﬁ?;“&fﬂﬂ?;ems i Subsequent EAS/EISs can be tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEI'S and summarize relevant
Imary, g 1 . . A P . . .

“The Deparinsent of th Insersar, throuigh our Buresus, sdministérs and manages many Americas USDI-1 issues, allowing the individual EA or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at its focus. Given the

iz trust and alloteed [esds, puablic linds and assurfice Federal mineral estile, water regouroes ggog_raphlc scope and _programmatlc nature of the SPEIS, itisi mpossi b_Ie to |de|_1t| fy the potential impacts
projects, Mational parics, monuments, histarical sites and recreation areas, Nationl wild i within a specific location. INS makes every attempt to be proactive in its planning, but must also be

refiired il iy ‘::“4‘3‘“”"“' T‘:{“&hlffm’mﬁlﬂ“:ﬁm?"r”"""'“;’:ﬂl‘ﬂ:‘“- e somewhat reactive to changes in the smugglers and illegal immigrants modes of operation. Likewise, JTF-6
MAREESS ApPraximalely percen 1l aloeg 8. -Memicn border. re, 85 o A - .

prelude to mny fand andior resaunne distarbing sctivity, the propoeed project proposens thould reacts to the needs of INS and thus, cannot predict where projects may occur over the next five years.

gontact and cansult with the Deparmest of the Indedor to develop, in par, silé-specific II':-'J

prevestative and mitigating meeasures, Pleaas comiect this Office s the sbove midress ar

Lelwpheae (10%) 7683565 for  Bivting of our Buresy offives sang the honder, usDI-2 INS and JTF-6 routinely coordinate with the appropriate USDOI and other Federal and state agencies prior to

Seslian 5.3, Threatened and Endangered Species, 4 paragraph, last sentence - The initiation of aproject regarding potential impacts and to devel op mitigation measures.
reads “T85 and JTF-6 will coatinue to coordimare with the USFWS . ™ ‘W recommend

replacing this semtence wath: “1N8 and FTF-5 will sontisass 1o coordinabe wiil the appropeiate .

11,5, Fish and Wildifis Service feld office (o sddres potential ingacts to epecies proposed or hTes

liszed ns threatened or endengered (including remtroduction ar recovery effions) during the pre- ot USDI-3
planning stnges andfor pricr 1o undertaking sie-specific ectivities relabéd 1o the preferred

altarnmtive.”

The FSPEIS has been revised accordingly.



Therdk wou For the opportunity ko provide thess and resternie cur May 18, 1999 commesds. We
trusat thate pommesds will be of e darng fiuture docomencation development.

Sincarely,

Glenn B, Sekawvec
Regioral Environmeninl Officer



INTERNATHINAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED FTATES AN MEXICD

ey ROV 13 2000

Bric W, Verwers

Avsistant Diressar

[mmnigrmtion and Mabamlimton Serviee
Archilert- Enginesr Resouros Center
Ann; CESWE-FM-1MS

419 Tavlor Sirest, Roons 3425

P.O. Bax 17300

Fort Worh, TX T6102-0300

Dezar Mr. Verwers:

Seaff mensbers of the Uniled States Section of the Inierational Boussdary and Water
Commissian {LUSIAWC} have reviewed the “Revised Drsft Supplemental Frogrmmematic

Envir L Trmpasct 54 {SPELS) For the Tmenlgration asd Naturslization Service {INZ)
and Joied Tusk Force Six (JTTF-6) Activities Adong the United SuteeMesico Border” prepared by
the L1.5. Army Coeps of Engineers (USACE), Fort Worth District, m July 2000, As requested,
we ofTer the followlng comments for wss in preparing the fimal document,

Section 281, pages 2-8 thraugh 2-13, Intemationnl Boundory and Waler Commission, mevise } IBWC-1. The Fina SPEIS has been revised accordi neg
sootion 1o read:

“The Imemational Boandary and Water Commission, United States and Mexico (IBWC) isa
bilreral crganitzation betwean the respestive State Departments of the ULS. and Mexico. The
IEWC wie permanently established by the Convention of 259 g the Intemalional Boundary
Comen| ssion {IECE, and wiaa given its present name by the Treaty of 1944, The IBWC is
compased of a Linited Sintes Section and a Mexican Section, headgqueriersd in E1 Pasa, Toues
aml Ciudad Juarsz, Chilmsban, respectively, An Engineer Commissianer appointead by their
respective president hemds cach Section, The fanciion of the IRWC is io overses the
smphemention of e annerses howsdaey aml waber treaties and relsted sgreements between the
L5, anid Menico. Abang thi: 674 miles af i boandiry hetwesn El Paso, Texes end San Disgo,
Celifornia, the IBWC is charged with ensurivg ls pe of the b dary momum i
witich includes perindically inspecting, repairing/replocing, and rosurveying the monumsEneE,
Inesrnatiomal aprestsis specify that access to, and line-of-sight between ol manmens will et
b ohstoied.  Satisfying this ogresment ussally moquired (bal border fnces asd other
eonstrucied works he consiructed along on alignment which is ofTee & distance fromn the
intermational boymdnry, s that additional offset be provided, mnd aeoess gans he installed, in
thi whelsdry of e boundary manumenis. Limited technical investigative sathotty 8 ghven to the
USIBWC thiough 175, Sraraies, under this sathority the USIEWC nsks that L5, dovelopenoss

The Comanons, Building C, Suiie 310 = 4171 M. Mosa Sireet + Bl Paso, Teuns THHR
1015 BNz-A000 & (FAX ) (015} E324 100



mizar tho imternetionad land boundery not sher pntsting surfice dralmage pafiens and
chacisrisiies

‘Ihe nver Beandary betwesn the U5 amd Meico follows e centorline of te chamneds of the
Rin Grasde adomg | 354 miles of boundeny betwesn El Prsn, Texas, and the Gulf of Mexien, sad
along 24 miles of the Calardo Riser is the vignily of Yoma, Arigosa, Along thesy porions of
e Intemsticral boundecy, the 1BWC is charged theough the numencus treatles md ogresmens
with determiing natsceal ownership of watens flowing in the rivecs, smd prrvanting unneburs]
tiawerment of e river charmel (and thas the border} through gredial erogion of the channd
bamkes, o sudden avulsion af the entin chassel. 'Waler ownership is determingd using a series of
flow gages siralegically bocated along the fver renches. The IBWC sticeges 10 prevent sl
eroston oe ivalsion of The river channel by jodnly reviewing all plans for construction within the
Nodpleims of the rivers, and prohibiting constrpcoon which i5 iechnically stown o elfec nver
flows.

The USIBWE also ojeswtes and muintais the U5, portions of a monber of international flood
coniral projects along the Rio Grande. These projects contain indrastrucoee such m kvess,
diversion dama, comniral weir sl deop sirsgiunes. Lamd upon whach this infrastrusione is
beazabed , pes Wil s the bed and banis of te river and {for soawe progeois) the foodpleiz, are
owned or atheowise contralled by fhe USTBWE, Two iibstations] mulliparpose &ms mm
eszpzend op the: g Grande. These doma sro the Amisied Dom woer Del Rio, Texes and the
Faloon Tham near Zopera, Texas. The LLS, portions of teess dams. sl rssocialed wpetnoam
eERrveins arg owmed, upareted, ond maintained by the USTEWC Finally, the USIBWE s
imvedved in several inter | wdle wiler Irestment plants in syveral border ditice. Propossd
acdivities in the 1.5, whoch hmwe the podeniial o affect operscion andfor msisesnimes of the flond
pomitred projoos, the mukipunposs sirsge dams and associlion reasrvaing, or e Wl
trgsaiment placs musl be approved, and m some cases, licenssd by the USTEWC.

Giromwing emphass on pretection of g s and endangerad spocies in Al povernment
activilios has prompted the USIBWC to reochs on agreesment with the 1S, Fish and Wiliife
Service (USFWE) regarding & vegatitod wildlife trve] corridor along the Rio Grands in fhe
Lowsr Rio Grando Yalley of Texas. This sgrecment ensurss the esinblishinernt of o wildiife
travel ccerldor af native vegetation m prescribod anees alimg the Rio Grende. Purmant b Section
T ol the Endangered Species Act, the USFWS lssusd a biological opinion it May 1953 on the
Epacts ol e TISIBWE s mamteniece of the imernatioral Lower Rio Gronde Flood Conerol
Project on foderalby listed endangered species. A Khomgh the sgreement is specifically for
USIBWC S manmsesmas i in the geneeal vicindly of Brownsville, Texes and Matamaoros,
Toammilipas, the USIAWC is committed to coordinste with the USFWS in all ereas slong te Hio
Girande and Colorads River i ssapre the peoteciion of rative habital dat can be used 280
wildlife corridor. Any sctivity proposed that eould poimbally affect native habilal along the
rivers should e ecopdinged with the LISFWS during initial plareing stages to prevent adverse
impacts to the comidor ond cndemgered spocies.”

Page ili, Mowe General Suppon llem 5. Tunnel location and desaalitien” 40 Engineering Sopport
CHEgOry.

By

IBWC-2

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.



Tihle of Cantents, Carnoct pegs pambering for Sections 1,323 10 1.5, Wichin the docament,
chenge page rumbers “2-13 through 2- 15 102-14 through 2-27 ond correct the fable of

canienis.

Poge 1-18, Becton 132,10, Add information on bow the nennel leeation and demalition projesis
are carried o, For the demodition, ars explosives used? I8 61 brought in? What are the
IFnpects o groundwaler? Whal il the fuonel is i an existing stoom drain or has become o
eonyveyanes for waler” We are interealed in all aspects of the demolition, dewalening activilies,
anil waste disposilion

Page 216, Table 2.3: The Yeleia del Sur Heservation 18 locmed in El Paso County, not Hudspetl
s indicated in the tnble,

Page 313, Bechian 3.2.7, Ind paragraph: Acconding 1o dhe July 22, 1997 Fadural Reglister
publication of the Final Rule for southeesiem willow Oyericher (SWE, the only smes with
designated eriticnl habitnt are New Mexico, Arizona, wnd Califomin, The refersee to SWE
hahitat should be changed do read; - deslgnasal erivical habitat podentialiy cxists . for the
spsewies in T,

Pagge 3-14, Seotion 3.1.8, Add a nzw pamgraph; “The reach of the Rio Gmnde hetween Presidia
mnil Farl Qrailmen, Texes is known as the [BWC Boandnry Preservation Project
Becommendaisons do preserve the chameier of this rensh were sdopied by ihe Uindied Stmss and
Blemico in Degember of 1574 under [BWC Minute Mo, 262, Recommendations inchide n general
profidhilicn agnins| construction within 1 feet of the indemalzonal bowndary, and & provision for
# 25-[aarl visgetabed sirip along each river hank within this reach ™

Page 3-21, Section 338, 3nd paragraph, |5t sersence; Sugges: this senbence he anited. It leads
1k repdier b0 think the entise lengeh of the Rio Grande |s desigrared ag a wild and scenic river,
The reference on page 3-14, Seetlon 1.2.8 3 correct that cnly the 119 2-milke segment from Big
Bend Mational Park downstneam w0 the Terrell-Val Vende county line &= the designated roach.

Page 41, Section 4.1.1, 4° parngraph, fter the 3" sentence: Updale this section 1o include
"Hegivming fn 3003, under Phase 11 of the Matonal Pollatant Dascharge Elirsination System
{MPIHES) Stoems Warer Program, amall consirietan activities dislurbing oo acne or grester will
e nequans a SWEPP.

Mg projidd nesds are idimitiled and site-specific NEP A documents Lisred to this SPEIS are
prepared, plesse ensure thai sufficient infommation is provided 1 es to moke & debermanation an
whether ornot there woukl be trmmsbeandary dreimage and pallotion imaacts or struchanes
limiting our pecess in maomementation. We will eveligis these prajests for impocts associated
with pur operatian and mainterance activities, Mocd fows, and line=of-sive between the
pomuenente. PFlease provide deralled alio drawlngs, croas-sections, prafites, and drainegs
calculathong for proposed stroctures sed improvemenis. Agaln, so works which will obstroc: ar
divert (oo Pows will be spproved. We are intenealed in specific schodubes Toe fleld activities
and request coandinatian with the aparoprinte USIEWC Field Ofices (an updaled Hst is

IBWC-3.

IBWC-4.

IBWC-5.

IBWC-6.

IBWC-7.

IBWC-8.

IBWC-9.

IBWC-10.

IBWC-11.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.

Comment noted. INS and JTF-6 will continue to coordinate with the USIBWC during the planning stages of ¢
project and prior to construction.

Comment noted. INS and JTF-6 will continue to coordinate with the USIBWC during the planning stages of ¢
project and prior to construction.



Hachadl T i

dardie e on-golig malnlenes, rapelr, ol resposibility for tee
consiructed works and facilities is also requested.

Thee UPSIVWC wrill| poondinaie with the bmcan Section: for thess proposed activilies in the
vicamaly of the infermaizooal boundary, Apin, we would appresa Jigg i i il
time for both $ections to review the proposed prajeot. In your resporss 10 our comumens. in the
revised drafl SPELS, voo request assistanes from e UISTEWC in receiving reciponcal
infrmation frmm the Mexican Section of the IBWC for projects thet may afwt the 145 and'or
FUF-6 areis ol opesation, W will make an eiTor w notily yoo of Bese tvpes of projects as
informartion is rmade avedlabde o us

Plewse serd ta coples of NEPA dosuments of this nanare ro o altention for review and
aooilinalion. We thask vou for the oppafusity 10 review the dral docnmeit and sppeec s
your eamtinued coardmation with our agency reganding these activities. Mease contact me ot
[205) B3Z-4740 11 you have v quslione

Sineerdy,

ylyin A Waggoner -
Division Emgineer
Ezwmonmerda] Managemil

%Efm»ﬂ. l.vl.-l:'l &[]&-"TU-’L

Diivisicn

Adinchment: (13
Aa slmial

IBWC-12.

Comment noted. Thank you for your continued cooperation.
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Be: Prigeid ievisw inder Saction 108l ke Mational Hioric Prossreation fct of B, revised Urali; Supplemens
Propremenstic Exvirosmemal brgact Saiemen (00E, FTF-8, U5 Roader Pawol )

war Mr. Worspr

Thank you yr corresporabesce dose ribdng e abovs referonoad projacn. This lener sives io Comminel of b
propascd fodeml wdennking fram e Snic Hisone Precreation Do, ihe Eneaseres Tromor of tho Tosrs
Hisarical Coonisleion

The revies saelt, lad by Debea L. Bocre, has cosepl etz ils revicm. We do ol csest with | he mathodnlapy as
wriien in ke i trall, [0 reqrenss s oo beuer dowd My 10, FO55Socmm 875 he gatkor slgies
) “..all sitzs thet berws tha potsrsial iobe NRHD-gligibic properses will e avrdad ge
makisiem cxwal poaahle”. Howsver. in the past JTF-6 fdlowed o simiepy of arondonce and
il =i ssmems diten for MRME eligitility; Sherchy, sl sies with an snkmsoss gty woes
averiol $ur otz bas bean and coniines o 5u wrh the “aneEasce ™ w0 0oL Sorlter
picking ap i Iod as i dalldozer qpyrausr cromer the sive s fomy of soklapce. Tha
Ipadisect o comrbatiee clTects of foead e erd il
*,..ian Ponal SPEIS bas begr revised io expand the dscessan s pord e inedisecs efecis m
cilteal resiaroos dis 10 Ifad wid iainenages activitin”. Thine bave bosa sl ua o the
requeeing USHP Sector or Sewions. The corsinual uso of tha s gl e roanise meibaod o
gt will anpec Be fraberes dicaricrmsd derng e misd wavgpe; s wa by op B
Ik there sl e g pacl; hirs i Les Caeondame™
i} “denidance of siprduan siies b reroutieg will be cossadered whensver prachoat’. Sinoe sies

with enkroram o :;I‘. y miaiae e ha coaskhared aigrefican, han th rosd w0 e ienocked

wrgernd ol off thser b @in ho ol ek plece. 1L has beca kol up io dhe mapesing USEP

Factor o Siniiens i avoad ondiion PrrEane e Si0s
The alsese COMBETES OPE B0L COMEAEITR Aith e inethokelegy aeatilion in Socios 4. T ard S50, “Hawmei
o, oghar e paion meaes . ana (e el with oo e ot of D g ke SHPD., " Lifting de
somlnszios apdor MAinEEnee Syl whils (e over v with Sakres & a0 vnkdarce o g
*Roromting, trarial, md baller zonas are mossenes thel sk be coas perod b redoce o eliminote possatial effeets 1o
thewe peiraties”. W rocemiinesd 1hel $hes: momurzs bocore et of e coessbatios. procass prae &3 cepain m
raaher s Becoms whe eponsibliy of iho roqeesang USRI Seour or Sl ons

sy bome sg

We bouk Forwond 1 Nurdier sotmullati on with yeer nifize ard hope ko pminlsn o parreship tal vl freer o fatre
tistaric presereation. Thark yeu (or yoar asbancs in this Tedoral ravies process. pi far your £ffons Lo peesese
e rreplacoatla Bernage of Tasas 1 yan have any geeations caneerming oir revles se il we o be of Turiliee
wkd Ly, o costact Debra L, Beene a8 LLAT R3S

Hiseerily,

il G T

i
F. Lawitesee Dals, Sube Hisorne Poeservation (T wer

e Py Patiorsos, COE-FW jrd bios Blarkesskip, FTP-S
FLOMIE

PO BOK 12278 - ADSTIN, TX TATILIE0 - S12WELET00 - FAR $1 204754072 - TN 16037 55- 505
i akaiedr v

THC-1.

THC-2.

THC-3.

THC-4.

The roads that are used by the USBP, and proposed for upgrade or improvements by JTF-6, are existing roads that are
used constantly by the general public and/or private ranchers. Thus, potential impacts from vehicles and equipment
are an everyday occurrence. INS and JTF-6 will consider testing for eligibility determination on a project-by-project
basis. For on-going and future projects, INS and JTF-6 will make every attempt to avoid sites and will consider
evaluation methods, as appropriate, where avoidance is not practical.

The roads that are used by the USBP, and proposed for upgrade or improvements by JTF-6, are existing roads that are
used constantly by the general public and/or private ranchers. However, INS/USBP hasinitiated effortsin its McAller
(Texas) and Tucson and Y uma (Arizona) sectors to prepare sector-wide programmetic El Ss to address INS/USBP
operations, such as dragging, and infrastructure projects. These will serve as companion documents to this SPEIS, but
would provide a more focused environmental analysis within a more defined geographic area.

INS and JTF-6 will consider testing for eligibility determination on a project-by-project basis.
INS and JTF-6 will consider testing for eligibility determination on a project-by-project basis, but still contend that

lifting the blade when approaching sites, rerouting the road, or burial of sites along existing roads should be considerec
mitigation.
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November 21, 2000

Eric W. Verwers

U.S. Department of Justice
Immigration and Naturalization Service
A/E Resource Center

819 Taylor Street, Room 3A28

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

RE:  Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for INS and
JTF-6 Activities along the U.S./Mexico Border

Dear Mr. Verwers:

Thank you for coordinating with this agency in your planning activities regarding
the implementation of enforcement activities within a 50-mile corridor along the
U.S./Mexico Border. Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) staff have
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and offer the
following comments concerning this project.

The Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impacts Statement (SPEILS)
addresses the potential cumulative impacts of INS and JTF-6 activities. Projects
considered in the SPEIS include operational, engineering, and general support for
curtailing illegal immigration and drug smuggling activities along the
U.S./Mexican border. Operational projects include establishing and utilizing
listening and observation posts, ground patrols, ground sensors, terrain denial, and
aerial reconnaissance. Engineering projects include repair and construction of
road, bridges, culverts, firing ranges, helipads, taxiways, communication towers,
border fences, lighting facilities, boat ramps, water wells, septic systems, and
fitness and training courses. General support includes transportation of personnel,
equipment, and materials; data analysis and processing; training seminars and
courses; aerial photography interpretation; translation or decoding of foreign
documents; intelligence analysis; and tunnel location and demolition.

Given the small proportion of public versus private land in Texas, the Texas
Biological and Conservation Data System (BCD) includes less than a
representative inventory of rare resources in many areas of the state. Although
the information included in the BCD is based on the best data available to the
state regarding rare species, the data from the BCD do not provide a definitive
statement as to the presence or absence of rare or threatened and endangered
(T&E) species within your project areas. The BCD information and our
comments are intended to assist you in avoiding harm to species that may occur in
your study areas.

To manage and couserce the naturel and cultural resources of Yexas for the
use and enjoyment of present and fulire generations,

TPWD-1.

INS and JTF-6 appreciate the valuable information provided.



Bri¢ Verwen
Fape I

The BCD Bas mumenus knewn ocurimee recurds for mare species along and
within the 3l-mile wide corrider encompaising the project srcas.  Baclosed yop
will fidd listings fot rave species for the counties borderisg the Rio Grmnde. Some
of the cownty listings have been updated slnes your 1998 county [sting rgpest
All ariher coitity 1358 are ourrenitly enderpoing revision. A& Skmide wids coridor
along the Bio Grasds would exond beyond the Inftial bordering countss in o fw
areas olong the south end of the sfudy area, Dmaring the scopisg process for any
pasticular project, pletse odmlect Celieste BramcelBrown. et (512} 912-7011 #o
coafimy vou pre working with the moss coment county listing and e mos
applicable listings for the progest.

TEWTY apprraciales e constdenition given by the Joint Task Foror Six (JTF-5) 10
identify techmiques to mindmie impacts, resions sies degmded by project retivites,
amd s sopplemental projects 0 enhmcs nesowees a8 mitigton for impacts hat
curmod be ovoidal We recoemend that the enbancement messones be designed 1o
muare directly benefit mative aed mre specics.  For exemnple, on page 4-13 of the
SPELS, it wis noloed that abandoned rogds wenr allowsd & nalunlly anvepstiin.
TEHTY meomivends (eplemawing  nevegueuston  ehinlques 1o minimbee s
wutsblishment of norenative invesive species.  These sctivities should be monitoned
o deparmains the affiesey of the revegetation rechnigees,

It = undersiood thoi fonding, peojects, snd mid-term objectives will cheage
througheut ihe 5-yesr porsad this plan B wiiskn 10 cover. Howaver, wilhoul a site-
specific dasoription of proposed projecis, considertion of omwlative impacts from
prujects codurring in close priccimity b one another will be Jost fo the sarmower Bous
ol esch individusl progect,  Therefore, TRWD recommends incloding & section in
each individual, site specific WEPA document b disgiss the qumulntive impacts of
wompliied ikl planned projects in the serounding anems

Witk the wdéortamity in fomicsting projects, i i widendandoble et JTF-6 =
weomfortnble with plinning any birge-scale mitgation offoris.  However, for
mitigation effores o work soceessfully, rescention fed enbemoument prosects shoukd
be implemented hefore the adverse impacting actions mre exeouted,  Mitigesion
directly enbancing rans specits locatad within Chilinabuan deset scrublands ahould
foe planned, 1t ghould e kepe in mingd fhat eacos epoeies, the prisary e of mic
phant impacted, typically require more than 2 years of monftonng © delermine
recovery,  Providing mdequate irsisieg do fedd personned regarding the navsend
historizs of rare end T&E wildlife will kelp 1o redupe the poseutial for impacs to rare
epeciar, TPWD ancouripis the JTF-6 40 contimu: with ils stafTeducitionl program

Bince previous years included seven lightieg projects, pdequale meniioring data | |

shoukl be svailable o form some understanding of the imgpocts to mne wildlife.

e

TPWD-2.

TPWD-3

TPWD-4.

TPWD-5.

TPWD-6.

INS and JTF-6 will continue to contact the TPWD regarding listed species. We appreciate the informatior
regarding the appropriate point of contact.

Comment noted. Asindicated in sections 5.1 and 5.4 of the revised DSPEIS, INS and JTF-6 is committed to
complying with Section 7(a)(1) requirements to enhance protection and conservation of listed species.

The INS/JTF-6 is committed to fully addressing all past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions within
site-specific NEPA documents in order to provide a more meaningful and accurate evaluation of cumulative
effects than can be presented in a programmatic EI'S of this scope.

Comment noted.

INS and JTF-6 have not initiated monitoring studies to evauate the effects of lighting on wildlife. We will
however, provide under separate cover a bibliography of research that has been performed in recent years
relative to lighting impacts.



Erle Werwemns

Prgge 3

TPWE wiuld like to noguest & report of the preliminary findings of the resmnh
omndacied o daie on the impacts of lighting i both lerge and small mne species,

The: SPEIS &da™ manlion The poesitdiy of installing co-lociil Gammimicatios
eqipment,  Althowgh in mmole s tis may ol be posible, co-locating

i on blished commmunicslion wwers in developed arees would be
fimsible s would reduce the number of iowers.

Wiour ehould be aware of g op p coiduicied by pilots of thie
Department.  Dopariment wildlife servevs ond law enforcement flights are
conducted under VR flight neles with single and multiengine STOL type airceadi
al altindes of 1007 - 3" AGL, Theee Nights tvpically operals fiim suniise o
L1300 aum. and from 600 p.m. o dark at airspeeds bebow 100 knots and on routes
which fioliow lines of longiude and letilude by dead reckoning, GPS, or lorn
over i emtine county.  The wildlife sovey fights oocor primarily dering ihe
e of August, September, s Octabar, Departitaent aireraft are also wmed for
wight liw énfoecement airsallacce during Movenber, Decenibir, and

under VFR flight reles at altitedes of J600° ~ 400" and ot ainpeads below 150
lemoes.

The sty arcs encompasscs several ancas that are mansged by TPWE, No activities
should ocoer om TPWD lands without detilsd coomlimtion ed sssessment of
poiengial impecis i fsh and wildlid resourmes on these lands, Ploase comact Daid
Hulshon o1 {512} AFALEST for any actvities oosuring on TEWD lands.

The deseription of activitics @Emlving Lhe construction of bosl mmps along, e Ric
Grande indivales the potentnl for the distorhance of Stme-owned sirenmibeds.  Such
work woull peguine & permil Tioes this Deparesem under Cluptes 85, Parke 2d
Wildlifs Code.  Contact Rollm MisdRis a1 the Betlechend addresa of al {512 380-
4639 for additional informesion on fhe roguired permit

1 spprocinie the oppanamity i revicw and commen: on this project.

Sincergly,

Lo @

‘Wildlife Habitmt Asscssment Frogram
Wildlifie Davision

LA pmnK1ZT

=z W

-

TPWD-7.

TPWD-8.

TPWD-9.

TPWD-10.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to incorporate this as a potential mitigation measure.

Comment noted.

INS and JTF-6 will continue to contact the TPWD regarding TPWD lands. We appreciate the information
regarding the appropriate point of contact.

INS and JTF-6 will continue to contact the TPWD regarding waterways and streambeds. We appreciate the
information regarding the appropriate point of contact.
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Tavember 13, 2000

Mr. Eric Verwers

LS. Armay Corps of Engineers
Fort Worth Disirict

ATTH: CESWF-PM-INS
PO Bax 17300

Fort Warih, TX 76002

ULA. Immigration nnd Maturmlization Service

Facilityes and Planning

425 T Slreel NW -
ATTH: bs. Dehra Heod

Washingloa, D.C, 20536

LA, Jowmt Task Foree Six

ATTH: S2aff Engineer J-3 Mifion Blankership
Bailding | 1603

Bipgs AAF

Fari Bliss, TX 75914-0038

Ho:  Hevieed Drafl Supplemental Froprammatie Eavivanmental
Impuct Statement (SPELS), Proposed JTF-6 Support Services
o N5

Diear M. Verwers, Ma. Hood, and Mr, Blankenship;

These eomments are submitied on bebatf of Defonders of Wildlide
{Defanders). Defenders is a gaticem] non-profit, public-interest orgrmization
with pver J0LUH0 mesmbers and sspporens. Defenders works 1o preserve the
integrity and diversity of natural ecosystems, provent the declite of native
species, and restore throaberad habitals and wildlife populntions.

Thank you For ihe opportunity 1o comment on the draft Supplemental
Programmatle Enviranmental lmpset Statemsen {SPEES) for Propased FTF-6
Support Services W IS in Texas, Mew Mexico, Arizona snd California
Dictisnders has 2 long-standing interest in the natural enviross of the barder
regians of the southwestern United States, such & the Somoran prooghim
anielege, flat-tailed homed laard, Mesican woll apd many other native plants,
animads aed their habimis, Activitles of the Lmmlgration and Nalumbization
Servize (IMS), the Barder Patrol {BP) and JTF-6 have signilicenl adverse
inspacts on these epicied and thair hiehitat; it i our belier that these comments
will imfiorm the sedection of an allernmive, discussion of covirommyeninl



consequences and mitigation measures for the SPEIR and subssgeenily tiersd NEP&
doecumentation.

The IMS amd BP must alse prepare o SPEIS on their immigration and drog imendiction
nctivitios along the U5, -Mexico border, a5 o caompaion o this oie Tfor FTE-6 activides, n 194,
[ME and JTF-6 propared o joint Programmatic Envirommental lpeen Ssetement (EIS) and the
1599 SPEIS also coversd both agencies. This revised document, on the other hand., “focuses on
ITF-b sugpporct provided o the INS ratber than address all sctions by both agencies.” (SPEIS at
ifi.] Therebore, smoo the SPEIS af issuo hore covers iplementation of JTF-6 suppon for NS
anid BP projects over ke mext five yeers, there mingt also be an EIS covering impletnontation by
IME and BP for these projecis.

INE amd BP aotivities thal must be covered in an additiongd SPEIS inclade vegetation
clearing, miowing, vebicular and fool traffic as well rs the incrense im these and other activities
resulting from expanding mnks af BP agens in ihe Southoest, The esvironmental consequences
of [INS and BP opersticrs mest be analyzed, Only when this s commplite can thene be a
comprehensive evabaation of the camulative linpaces of INS/BT"s strategy for operational
setivities and infraeensemime peofeera over the next Gy vears, (SPEIS a 1-123

Similarly, the fmal SPEIS must make a clearer demarcatian between (N5 projects and
\bwme aspects which FTF-6 plan to implement. The final must olsa make clear, pariscolarly im
rogan] 15 rosds, the milsage of new roads versus nperede of older roeds. Tahle 2-1 isan
uxellent axample. First, it is not at all apparent whether the proposed rosd projects are new
raads, ronds ta he upgraded, ne those 1o ba evaluated for upgrading,  The confision anses when
e o fo page =12, and leams that op to 2,115 miles are oxpecrad 1o be wpraded during the
next & years. Since it matches no number in Table 2-1, & this b addition (o tose estimales ia
thee tabile?

Also, becase Table 2-1 lisis engineering petivities to suppart BP'e misslon, one
presumes shat they will he inaplemented fry ITH-6, However, reapansss 10 several comments oo
thee: 19900 SPETS s that FTF-6 does not miintain ar operate drag roads, yed they are listed in
Table 2.1, This beaves open: the questson of whether ITF <6 has any respomsibility for dmg rosds,
the maimenmos and opormtion of wiich is particalasly harmfol o numercus plant and animal
specios due bo the large swiihs of vegetztion thal are destroyad. Discreponcics such as these
obscure the tnee impacts of the proposed activities and are difficult to discover im a & volame
documend.

Clamglative Impacis Analysis -L/
i

DOW-1

T DOW-2

DOW-3

DOW-4

Comment noted. INS/'USBP has initiated effortsin its McAllen (Texas) and Tucson and Y uma (Arizona)
Sectors to prepare sector-wide programmatic ElSs to address INS/USBP operations and infrastructure
projects. These will serve as companion documents to this SPEIS, but would provide a more focused
environmental analysis within a more defined geographic area. Consideration will continue to be given to
preparing companion documents for other Sectors asindividua situations dictate.

INS makes every attempt to be proactive in its planning, but must also be somewhat reactive to changesin the
smugglers and illegal immigrants modes of operation. Likewise, JTF-6 reacts to the needs of INS and thus,
cannot predict which projects they may perform for INS. In addition, JTF-6 relies on voluntary support from
Active and Reserve units across the nation. Thus, JTF-6 support at a given location for a specified location
cannot be assured beyond a 1-year time frame.

INS/IUSBP cannot accurately predict the number of miles of new roads that will be needed over the next five
years. However, asindicated on page 1-14 of the Revised Draft SPEIS, about 55 miles of new roads have
been constructed since 1989, compared to 1,517 miles of roads that have been upgraded, or less than four
percent of the road projects have been new road construction. The 2,115 milesis atypographical error, which
should have been 2,116 miles, the sum of the patrol road improvements (1,951 miles) and drag roads (165
miles). Thiserror has been corrected in the FSPEIS.

The drag roads presented in Table 2-1, titled “ Proposed USBP Projects by State, are expected to be
constructed or upgraded. JTF-6 does not maintain or operate drag roads; thisis a USBP operation.



The SPEIS rmust sdentify cumulalive impacts from gl] past, present end reasonably
foresegible fulire asticns, mal just [NS projests supporiod by JTF-6. CEC} rogalations define
cusynilidive ingacts a5 “the impacs an the eviromment which resslls from the incromtal impact
of the action when soded 1o other paat, pragent, and reobably Totsseeable actiora regiotions of
whet agency (Federal or non-Federnl) or persan underiskes sach other setione.” &0 CRE §
1508.7. Thas drafl SPELS explicitly aims o do the opposile by limiging the analysis o
aemnulativie immpasls bom INS progects. (SPELS af <200 In light of the numenoas federal, siase,
private and Cribel Besd mamagement enlitics slang the LS -Mexico harder, the idsntification and
eralwie of the  comulatve ienpres iecraclal. Tn order 1 achiove this essentiad aspect af'a
Programeal impact stelemnes, this SPEIS ms! be aimemded beliore isseatce ala fnal

Endangored Spegics At Complinnes

The Finel SPEIS iscorporaes no INS ar FTF-6 policies: of proced urnes for complying with
the Endenigered Species Act (ERA), Section T in particalar, Under the ESA, 16 1050 §§ 1531
{4 30q,, the INS is required to deseoming whether the proposed activity “may affect,” adversely
modify critical habitat of, or result in tbe ke of listed or proposed species. 1o detemmined,
ITF-8 niast consiltl wilh the Fish and Wildlif Sarvce (F'W3S) in order g0 ersure that thear actions
Ak i jpengandizs lsiesd species and 1o oblain a biological opimion ind iecidental take
aurharizabion, A [hidere o do so s g viclison of the ESA.

Sprrtion 9 of the ESA prahibits “mics’ of sutangered of theearened specses, 16 US.CL 6
15382l 1 1, definesl i "harass, harm, purse, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, drap, or capsiome, oceollest,
ar ] atlempl (o engage in any such conduct.” 16 1L § L532(29), In additian, Seotica 7 of the
54, states that all federal ageneies “shadl, in consulation with and with the assistacs of the
Secretary, utilize their authoritics in furtherance of the purposes [of the ESA] by camyving our
progrums for the comservation of endmgered species.” 16 US.CL 6 153000)(1).  Section T alas
requires thal, *[elach federal agency shall, in consultaiton with and with the mssisimce of ihe
Suoroinry, msure that ary action authorized, fursded, or carmied ou! by sach agescy . - . is nat
likgely o jecpardioe thi contimued exislensg of any endongered species” 16 UL5.C § 1336(uk2).
Therefiere, each fedeml apicy i requined 10 delermdne whether i1s ativities “may afect’ o lised
apevies, by prepering a hlologles] assesamen, fd 1o eniey into *fomml consalimicns” with tho
FIWS upom such 2 finding, [n short, not anly mugsi the TNS and JTF-6 avoid ‘take” of Tisted
spocies, but they also must eosare that their sctions do nos *jeopandize the continmed existence of
listod spechisd or residt in the destruglion or aivens modiGeation of critical habitlal” 50 C.F.R. §
H02.140gx4).

Sinoe 1989, NS and INS have been imvnlwed in 3 "secidmsis® tmenlring lisiod species. K
is not clear from the drafl SPELS whether those socidents rosulted in {or potentially resulled in)
‘lakns” of listed specios, hut it must be made cloar that INS ond JTF-6 are required to dir mone
Them avoid “sccidints” ar "incidents” {4151 Federal apencies lve the affirmalive obiipation
W pomssrwe listed i]:u.‘::iu: a8 weell fa e doiy to aveed advenss modi fication of critbeal habda,
e peducing the Lkelihood of seevival and pecoyery of Beted species, and aveld ‘teke” of haned
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e

DOW-5

DOW-6

DOW-7

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic EIS,
as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an EA/EIS for a
specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent EASEISs can be
tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant issues, allowing the individua EA

or EIS to concentrate on the specific action at itsfocus. Given the geographic scope and programmatic nature of the
SPEIS, it isimpossible to identify the potential impacts within a specific location. INS makes every attempt to be
proactivein its planning, but must also be somewhat reactive to changes in the smugglers and illegal immigrants
modes of operation. Thus the cumulative effects of all Federal, state and local governments, as well as non-
governmental organizations would be impossible to address in a document of this scope. The INS/JTF-6 instead
will commit to fully address all past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions within site-specific NEPA
documents that can provide a more meaningful and accurate evaluation of cumulative effects.

INS/USBP and JTF-6 coordinate with the USFWS and appropriate state agencies during the planning process for
each specific action to document whether that specific project may affect alisted species. If such adetermination is
made, INS/USBP and/or JTF-6 will modify the project to avoid such impacts or enter into formal Section 7
consultation and submit a Biological Assessment, as required by the ESA.

As mentioned in the response above, INS'USBP and JTF-6 coordinate with the USFWS and appropriate state
agencies during the planning process to document whether a specific project may affect alisted species. Formal
Section 7 consultation is usually obviated by redesigning projects to eliminate the potential of effects on listed
species. No actions taken by INSJUSBP or JTF-6 to date have been determined by the USFWS to have jeopardized
the continued existence of alisted species.



spoics. Incroascd comstruction ef mads, baildings, fences, Lght posts and t5e resullant increase
i@ wehicular traffac and human presence will direetly, indirestly and camulstively impact lised
speries.  The SPELS must deinil how TNS aisd JFTF-5 plan o comply with the ESA

Avgording W Lo drft SPEIS, INS and JTF-f neerely satmit their NEPA documenia o
FW5. This iz pal e equivalent of a biological assessment, e severehy hindera (95 and JTF-6
camplionce with the ESA, Instead, TNS and 1TF-6 should imvolve 17 in e carliest stages of
MEPFA compliance, paticularly for sie-specifle MEFA, 50 that the pllernmive mos proteclive of
the survival and recovery of listed specics is pam of the MEPA process Im thia way, INS and
JTF-4 can be sure nat b eliminabs project ontions that may be necssary during the developenent
of a hisdogical opinan.

Additiomal Campenis

St 1.1, 1 st elaborale oo what Lypes of opentional support services are ne kanger
Lk wse, in onder for e reeder ta fully understand the nsefalness of vanous alsematives and e
impacts af the aptivilies. For exanaple, mos! operaiions] suppor serviess have ned bees pravided
in the past three years. [ shoubd follow thed Alrsnsaiive 4, which i the seme i tbe preforred
alternative yet without pperstional support, is 48 preferable and viable an aliernative, yet is
dismissed hecasse BP's effectiveness would be reduced withoul operational support. The final
SPEIS must answer how this can be ez when BP his not esnploved this suppont for searly 3
YEME.

Twble 2-4 must be revised o inelude these adiditioeal lnberal envircemental requerements;
M Thie Wilderness Act, 16 DLEC §5 1131-1134G;

B Ao Deserl Wildemess Ack;

* MNabanal Wildlife Refige Sysiom Admindsirmtion Act, 16 U050, §4 G8dd-Sififies, sl
¥ National Wikdlife Refizge System Improvement Act of 1997, P.L. 105-57

Cian:liigson
Thank you agamn far this epparunity bo commeng an. the revised deatt SPEIS. Pleass sond

all sbsequent public nofices or docements coneeming this progranusatic BLS s me, and plesse
cominct me ot J2-AE20400 %1 19 if you kave sy geestios in this maie.

Sincerely,

Ll -"IE;E/K-
Kamn Gillon
Wildlife Counsel

DOW-8

DOW-9

DOW-10

DOW-11

Accidents are never planned. All practicable measures are taken to avoid accidents. To date, however, incidental
take of listed species has occurred only as aresult of these three accidents. JTF-6 coordinated immediately with
the appropriate Federal and state agencies to resolve these issues, as stated on pages 4-16 and 4-17 of the revised
DSPEIS.

INS and JTF-6 routinely request information and guidance regarding listed species from the USFWS and
appropriate state resource agency at the on-set of the NEPA planning process. Copies of this correspondence are
included as an appendix to every site-specific NEPA document to demonstrate this effort. In addition, copies of
the draft NEPA documents are also submitted to these agencies for their review prior to the final decision and
initiation of the project.

Thelist of operational support activities that currently require approval from the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF)
is presented in the first paragraph of section 1.3 of the revised DSPEIS. SECDEF approval does not imply that
such missions are no longer used or that they will not be implemented in the near future. Operational support
activities do enhance the USBP' s effectiveness and, thus, are considered an advantage over their absence. Still,
Alternative 4 (no operational support) is considered a viable aternative and was carried forward for complete
evaluation rather than being dismissed.

The Final SPEIS has been revised accordingly.



STATE 0¥ ChLFORMAATHE ARFGUT S ASRHEY
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Snowth Coasi Regian
Al Viamikips Avenie
Son Diegs. Callomia 53123

AN $57-4201
(B8H) AET-425E
Nowamber 13, 2000

Mr. Eric Verwers, Assisieni Director
M5 AE Rsoomeg Coslir

A1% Taylor Ssreet, Room 3424

Fart Worth, Texas 761 02-0400

Commemis sn the Revivsd Draft Supplemmial Programmatic Eavironmental Tnpact
Btatenrent (SPEIS) Fer the Immigration snd Nataralizstion Servieo (INS) use of Jolat Task
Foree-Siz (JTF-6) Support fer Activities Oesureing in a S0-mile Corvidor Along the United

StateaMexken Border
(Septensher 20, J000-1)

Dreer Mr. Verwens:

‘The Departmens of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the dmift SPELS that we
received on September 200, 200 for the propased use of JTF-5 suppod o conduct INE activities
occurring in & S0-mile oomridor along the United StatesMexico border. The Departiment s
wdmmtified as a Tnastes Agoudy parseant to the Califomia Envirenmental Quality At {CEQA]
Secticon 15386 and is responsibile for the conservation, protection, and menagemenl of the sieie's
baaliogicsl fesoind.

The profest propases to gmpbement full FTF-6 support #0 help schisve [NS"s missien to
gaim and maintsin opntrol of the southwestem Undied SoiesOdexion border. JTF-6 activites aps

grouped into three suppoat service calegonies:

Operstionsl Suppnt:

Listening and chservmtion poss

Giround pestrols

Ciroumd semsara

Texrwin denial

Averial reconnaissance, Forwand Looking [nfrered Roder, and Unmanned Aerial ¥ebioke

Suppart

Engineering Support:

! R, beldige, culver repair el constnaction

Firing rengé upgrads and construction

Helipad and taciway upgrade and consrniction
Clompard catbom lower insinllation

Building rehobilitstivn, demolilion, sd sonsmsction
Brnder fece repads and construction

L

Mo



Mr. Eric Verwens

page 1

7. Lighking facilities

£ Brat rump installation

9 Water well and septic svalen instailation

00, Fitness and taieing oourse dsipn a6d consisucibon

{reneral Suppor:

. Transporistion of persannel, eguipment, ind maserials
[razs analyais and processing

Training senisars and cvames

Merial photography {ntepectation

Tranglation ar docoding of farelgn docummsts
Intelligemie unalysis

Tunnel ocation and demolilzon

AT - Ll e e

The prapossd project will impace habitees novoss Texns, Mew Mexioo, Arizann and
Califomda, This letber will address omly those impacts occwrring within Celifomia and more
apecfically Sen Diege County (Countyl. According to the SPEIS seven vegetation communities
will be imypacted By the propased project including chapamml, constal sege scnah, desert, needle-
lesved everpreen forest, brosd-leaved ficest, gramitodd, and coastal complexes. Witkin
California, B0 Federnliy listed spacies oocur within the propect s, OF these, 52 ane Ksted as
endempered, |4 propoged endargered, eight ns thremtened, and six ns propased trestensd. A totel
of 46 Californin state listed wiu also nooar within the project site inchuding 36 endangered ond
10 chreatened species. An additienal eight species are comsidered rare, Af this tme impacts o
sensitive halitss and species cannod be quancified due to the general niture of the SFEIS and a
lack of specific propossd projects.

W affier thee folbowing comeesis and recomenendations:

‘Whther JTF-5 should provide the operational, enginecrieg and geiesl suppan 1o N5 s
beyond the Cipartment’s soope of evaluation. Direct impects o secaitive species and Babilais
will ncear regardless of who is chasen to carmy-out the support sctivities. Our concems will
tinerefome, focus om the impacts of the proposed support activities and not who will be respansihle
far their implementstion.

This progect will frmect proposed or existing priserve kaods within the Mualtiple Hahitat
Flanning Ares (MHPA) of the Multipks Species Conservation Program (MSCT), The MSCP ina
compeehensfve habitat corservation planning progoam that sddresses multiple specles habita
neads imd the preservation of native vegeistion coennanities within a %00-square mile ares in the
soulhwestent section of the County. 10 is one of three subarea plansdng efforts in e Covmty that
caniributes o preservation of regions] biodiversity trough coonimnetion with other habital
eonservetion planning effors throughoot southen California.  The JTF-6 activities would impect

CDFG-1.

CDFG-2.

The Final SPEIS has been revised to include clarification of the purpose, scope and intent of a Programmatic EIS,
as defined by NEPA and CEQ. A PEIS generally contains less detail and less quantification than an EA/EIS for a
specific project or action, and usually does not involve complex quantitative analyses. Subsequent EAS/EISs can be
tiered to the PEIS and need only to reference the PEIS and summarize relevant issues, allowing the individual EA
or EISto concentrate on the specific action at its focus.

Comment noted.



Mr, Eric Verwers
page 3

lamads doaigneted as “Pabllc Lends snd Dedicated Private Open Spece™ under the County s
subames plam. “Toke™ of listed species nnd hebitnt is not ellowed within this area. Under the City
of 5an Diiego's suberes plan this sune mmea was desigrated & Cone Biclogical Rmsource Ance
Core Resourcs Arss are defined #s areas chat have s bigh concentestion of seneitive bobagical
resources which, if loat, could met be replaced or mitigsied elsewhere, The MECP does allow for
some preserve boendary sdjustments, however, given the sensitivity of the hiological resources
fosarmed in. thads ares, the Deprronend recommeends thit the JTF-6 activities be modified w the
gremes exien practicable in arder to avodd andlor minimize impecs io this ses. Once the
mirimization has been accomplished., the Deperimaent recommends that mitigation be in de form
of in kind land parchases that can be sddad to the existing presiee to inssms meintenence of
overall acnesage and blolaglesl fenction of the MSCE,

The stabement dhat only s vegettion communities exist witkin the stody ares is
misleading, Classification af sabral commoities in Califormia generally fallows Hollend
(1986). Under this clessifcatsan schisthi: vernal pools, marshos, and riperian habibats ars
ooomidired sepamate vegetalion domenunities. We recomobend that 4 vegetetion map be crested,
hased oa Hollend {1966), fioc (b 50-mile cormidar showing whane specilic projects might be
cnpiried 1o ocour and whist vegetathon cosmuitic would be direstly impacied,

Ume vegetation coonmuniaty not listed in the SPELS wes vemnel pool. Vemal poals are coe
of the most sensitive hahitats in southern California. Use of FTF=6 will likoely result in impacts fo
this habitmt. Riperian woodbands is aoother wetland habilal ter has Bon significantly naduced
and oeurs alang the United States'Mexico Border. Mitigation messures for the loss of these
sensinive iabutsts must be addressed on & progect by projecs hasis,

The Department is respansible far ensuring ths consermtion af welland snd fiparian
htntsts and opposes ame alvecstion of s nataral wetercours th woubf result i a reduction of
wetlind acreage or wetland habip velses  Alverwtions include, bt nre nog limited w: conversion
ta subsurfhoe drefms, placement of fill or building of structures wathin twe wetlend and
channelzaicn or remavel of marerials from e soremmised. Al wetlonds el walereonses,
whether intermittent or perennial, should be retained and providied with ssbstemtisl sechacks which
preservis the fparian and squazic vahies aed gaintain their value o an-gite end off-sne widide
popaletions, A foreal weilend delineation follooing 175, Army Corps of Exgineers (ACE)
protocal may alse be necessary prior bo &y construction m willand o fipsran habitats. Please
moite, howeever, thit wetland and riparian habitats subject 1o the Depariment’s sothority may extend
beypond the aress identified in ke ACE delinsation. We recommend that the project mvaid wetland
mnpacts; or i that canmot be achieved than effectively mitigate for the impacts.

The Department appreciates the opaariunity to commesd on your projogs, 1P vos have gy
questions Or nomments pertsining to this letter, please contact Christing Collier af the Department
al {358} 4674207

oty
IA

-

CDFG-3

CDFG-4

CDFG-5

CDFG-6

Comment noted. INS and JTF-6 will continue to coordinate with the Department regarding listed species and
MSCP lands. Avoidance to any sensitive resource is INS and JTF-6's preferred mitigation measure.

INS and JTF-6 acknowledge that there are numerous and varied habitat types throughout California. Volume5
(Section 11.2.0) of the Technical Support Documents states that more than 30 community types have been
delineated by some authors. However, due to the large geographic scope of the SPEIS, broad descriptions of
vegetation formations, rather than definitive locale-specific habitats is more practicable. Volume 5 discusses thal
there are four major vegetation formations along the project corridor and that these four formations can be
further subdivided into numerous vegetation communities. These Technical Support Documents have been
updated for this supplement for the original 1994 PEIS.

INS and JTF-6 acknowledge that vernal pools and riparian woodlands are valuable and sensitive vegetative
communities. Due to the geographic scope of the SPEIS, it would not practica to list all vegetative communities
along the 2,800- x 50-mile corridor. Avoidance to these and any sensitive resource is INS and JTF-6's preferred
mitigation measure.

Comment noted. Avoidance to wetlands and other sensitive resourceis INS and JTF-6's preferred mitigation
measure. If avoidance is not practicable, INS and JTF-6 will coordinate with the appropriate agencies to develop
amitigation or compensation plan.
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Sincerely,
bl - ppck
Willkiasn E. Tippets

Hahitat Conservation Superviscr
Californis Diepemment of Fish and Geme

5. Fish and Wildlife Service

.5, Army Corps of Enganeses
Stte Cleannghousa
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TCPS-1 Thank you for your comment.

TCPS-2 Thank you for your comment.



TIPS fisa questions ‘wizy some af the activities proposed are presaned o the alitmative)
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TCPS4

TCPS5

TCPS-6

TCPS-7

TCPS-8

TCPS9

If each of the components of each JTF-6 support group were considered as a separate aternative and in
combination with the other support groups, over 100 alternatives and alternative combinations would have to be
addressed, which would render the SPEIS useless. Instead, INS and JTF-6 have evaluated the different
combinations of support services that would satisfy the purpose and need of both INS and JTF-6 and have
identified (in Section 2.1 of the SPEIS) the various types of aternatives that need to be considered when
developing future site- or project-specific NEPA documents.

Operationa activities such as apprehension and detention, are beyond the scope of this SPEIS. The primary focus
of this SPEIS is the support provided by JTF-6 to INS for infrastructure projects.

The SPEIS states that most fences would be (and have been) constructed in populated areas. The vast majority of
the construction activities, as indicated in the SPEIS, have occurred in remote areas for which the USBP needs
adequate and safe access or vehicle barriers. Fences and vehicle barriers do reduce the impacts caused by illegal
traffic and reduces the USBP enforcement footprint, as is currently being experienced by the San Diego Sector
where portions of a secondary barrier system have been installed.

This paragraph and the associated tables do not describe effects to specific species; rather they attempt to quantify
the potential losses to groups of animals (e.g., lizards, birds, small mammals). The long-term effect to these
groups, as discussed in the SPEIS, is the permanent loss or alteration of habitats.

Section 4.6 of the SPEIS discusses the possibility of migrants attempting to illegally enter the US in remote aress.
Impacts to wildlife populations and habitat from these activities are discussed in Section 4.5 of the SPEIS.

Analyses such as these are beyond the scope of this SPEIS and would not address the purpose and need of the
proposed action.

Page 1-13 of the Revised Draft SPEIS, about 55 miles would of the 1,517 miles of road projects that have been
constructed since 1989 have been new roads. New roads would typically be the only types of construction
activities that could potentially affect non-disturbed habitat. Road improvements, fences, training ranges, etc.
would typically occur within developed areas and/or previoudly disturbed areas. INS/JTF-6isnot “...continuing
to degrade them [disturbed areas] simply because they’ ve already been degraded.” Rather, INS requires
infrastructure projects to fulfill its mission and Congressional mandate, and INS/JTF-6 attempt to minimize
potential adverse impacts by siting these facilitiesin disturbed areas, thus avoiding productive, native habitats.
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AGENCY/ DISCIPLINE/
NAME ORGANIZATION EXPERTISE EXPERIENCE ROLE IN PREPARING EIS
Mr. Bill Hill Pacific Western Technologies Environmental 5 years NEPA studies; 30 PWT Project Coordinator
(PWT) Science years environmental
investigations
Mr. Larry Pearce PWT Geography 25 years planning PWT Project Manager
Mr. Bob Moyer, E.I.T. PWT Environmental 18 yearswater and air studies,  Air and water quality; soils, and
Engineering 5 years NEPA studies hazardous waste eval uations
Mr. ChrisIngram Gulf South Research Corporation  Biology/ 22 years NEPA and related Study Manager, Formulation of
(GSRC) Ecology environmental studies Alternatives, Biological Evaluation,
Public Involvement, Review
Ms. Suna Knaus GSRC Biology/ 13 years biological Wetlands and Natural Resources
Forestry investigations and NEPA
studies
Mr. Steve Smith GSRC Biology/ 6 years biological T&E Species and Natural
Range investigations and NEPA Resources
Conservation studies
Ms. Kelli Backstrom GSRC Socioeconomics 8 years economic analyses Socioeconomic Resources
and NEPA studies
Mr. Jerry Bolton GSRC Biology/ 12 years biological Biology/Baseline Evaluations,
Ecology investigations and NEPA Study Review
studies
Mr. John Lindemuth GSRC Archaeology 6 years archeological Archeology and Historic Resources
investigations and NEPA

studies
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8.0 LIST OF ACRONYMSAND ABBREVIATIONS

A.D. = Anno Domini (in the year of the Lord)
ADEQ = Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
AlC = Agency Information Consultants

am. = ante meridiem (before noon)

AMTRAC = National Railroad Passenger Corporation
A.O.U. = American Ornithologists Union

AQCR = Air Quality Control Regions

AR = Army Regulation

ARMS = Archaeological Records Management System
B.C. = Before Christ

BTEX = Benzene, Toluene, Ethylene, Xylene
BIA = U.S Bureau of Indian Affairs

BLM = U.S. Bureau of Land Management

BOR = U.S Bureau of Reclamation

B.P. = Before Present

CAAA = Clean Air Act Amendments

CAP = Centrd Arizona Project

CARB = CdiforniaAir Resources Board

CX = Categorical Exclusion

CCMP = Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
CEQ = Council on Environmenta Quality
CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CERCLIS = CERCLA Information System

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations

CcO = Carbon Monoxide

CRM = Cultura Resource Management

CTC = Cradle of Texas Conservancy, Inc.

dB = Decibds

dBA = Decibels onthe A-weighted scale

DDD = Dichloro diphenyl dichloroethane

DDE = Dichloro diphenyl ethylene

DDT = Dichloro diphenyl trichloroethane
DLEA = Drug Law Enforcement Agencies

DoD = Department of Defense

DU = Ducks Unlimited

E = Endangered or Endemic

ed(s). = editor(s)

eg. = exempli gratia (for example)

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement

ELMR = Estuarine Living Marine Resources

ERF = Estuarine Research Federation

EO = Executive Order

ESA = Endangered Species Act

est. = edtimate

etd. = etdlii (and others)

et seg. = et sequens (and the following)

etc. = ¢t cetera(and others)

F = Fahrenheit



FLIR
Fms.
FORSCOM
Ft.
FWR
GAO
GBNEP
GLO
HHS
HIDTA
hr.
HRMN
IAQCR
IBWC
i.e
IIRIRA
INS
IRP
ISIS
ITP
JCS
JTF-6
I—dn
LAPS
Ibs.
LMV
LP/OP
LPUST
L.RG.V.
LUST
M
Max.
MBAS
MBTA
METL
Min.
mg/|
MQOU
mph
mrem
MSA
m.y.
NA
N/A
NAAQS
NAMS
NAS
NASA
NCPDI
n.d.
ND

Forward Looking Infrared Radar

Formations

Forces Command

Feet

Federa Wildlife Refuge

General Accounting Office

Galveston Bay National Estuary Program
Generd Land Office

Health and Human Services

High Intensity Drug Traffic Area

hour

Houston Regional Monitoring Network
Intrastate Air Quality Control Region
International Boundary and Water Commission
id est (that is)

Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Installation Restoration Program

Integrated Surveillance and Intelligence Systems
Industrial Toxic Project

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Joint Task Force Six

day-night average noise level

Land Acquisition Priority System

pounds

Lower Mississippi Valley

Listening Post/Observation Post

Leaking Petroleum Underground Storage Tank
Lower Rio Grande Valley

Leaking Underground Storage Tank

Mixing zone

Maximum

Methylene Blue-Activated Substances
Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Mission Essential Task List

Minimum

milligrams per liter

Memorandum of Understanding

miles per hour

millirems

Metropolitan Statistical Area

million years

Non-attainment

Not Applicable

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Air Monitoring Stations
Nava Air Station

Nationa Aeronautics and Space Administration
Nationa Coastal Pollutant Discharge Inventory
no date

No Data



NEP
NEPA
NHS
NMED
No.
NO
NGO,
NOAA
NOS
NPDES
NPL
NPS
NRCS
NRHP
NWPCP
NWI
NWR
Os
ONDCP
OTF

p

part.
Pb
PCB
pCi/l
PE
PEIS
pH
P.L.
PM
PM1o
POC
POE
POL
ppm
PSD
PSI
PVT
RCRA
RCRIS
REC
Rep.
ROW
RVS
S
SARA
SCS
SECDEF
SEDESOL
SEDUE
SENARNAP

National Estuary Program

National Environmental Policy Act

National Historical Site

New Mexico Environment Department

Number

Nitrous Oxides

Nitrogen Dioxide

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Ocean Service

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priorities List

National Park Service

Natural Resources Conservation Service
National Register of Historic Places

National Wetland Priority Conservation Plan
National Wetland Inventory

National Wildlife Refuge

Ozone

Office of National Drug Control Policy

Ozone Task Force

pages

particulates

Lead

Polychlorinated Biphenyl

picocuries per liter

Proposed Endangered

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
hydrogen-ion concentration

Public Law

Particulate M atter

Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter
Point of Contact

Port of Entry

Petroleum, Qils, and Lubricants

parts per million

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Pollutant Standard Index

Private

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
Record of Environmental Consideration

Report

Right-of -way

Remote Video Surveillance

Seawater zone

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Soil Conservation Service

Secretary of Defense

Secretariat for Socia Development

Secretariade Desarrollo y Ecologia

Secretariat for Environment, Natural Resources and Fisheries
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SETRPC
SHP
SHPO
SHS

SIP
SLAMS

SPCCP
SPEIS
pp.

SWB
Swp
SWPPP
SWRCB
T/SA
TAC
TACB
TACP
TDF
TDS
TMDL
TNRCC
TOC
TOXNET
TPHC
TPWD
TRI
TSF
TSP
TSWQS
TWC
U/A
UATMP
uIC
us.
USACE
USACOM
UAV
USBP
U.SC.
USDA
USD
USEPA
USFS
USFWS
USGS
USN

South East Texas Regiona Planning Commission
State Historical Park

State Historic Preservation Officer

State Historical Structure or Site

State Implementation Plan

State/Loca Air Monitoring Stations
Sulfur Dioxide

Sulfur Oxides

Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
species

sguare

State Recreational Area

Secretariat of Health

Storm Water Board

State Water Project

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Cadlifornia Stormwater Resources Control Board
Threatened due to similarity of appearance
Texas Antiquities Code

Texas Air Control Board

Tactical Air Control Procedure
Temporary Detention Facility

Tota Dissolved Solids

Total Maximum Daily Loading

Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission
Tactical Operations Center

Toxicology Data Network

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Toxic Release Inventory

Temporary Staging Facility

Total Suspended Particulate

Texas Surface Water Quality Standards
Texas Workforce Commission
Unclassified/Attainment

Urban Air Toxics Monitoring Program
Underground Injection Control

United States

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Atlantic Command

Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

U.S. Border Patrol

U.S. Code

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Service

U.S. Navy



UST
var.
VOC
WMA
WQARF
yr.

Underground Storage Tank

variety

Volatile Organic Compound

Wildlife Management Area

Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund
year
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Reuse, Implementation, King County,
NY.

Summary: Previous concerns
identified at the draft EIS were
satisfactorily addressed in the final EIS,
therefore EPA has no objection to the
action as proposed.

ERP No. FS-NPS-E61066-FL Big
Cypress National Preserve, General
Management Plan, Implementation,
New Information on the Special
Alternative for the Off-Road Vehicle
Management Plan, Collier, Dade and
Monroe Counties, FL.

Summary: EPA expressed continuing
concerns regarding surface water
quality.

Dated: October 17, 2000.

Joseph C. Montgomery,

Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office
of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 00-27063 Filed 10-19-00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER-FRL-6611-8]

Environmental Impact Statements;
Notice of Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564—7167 OR www.epa.gov/oeca/ofa

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact
Statements

Filed October 09, 2000 Through October
13, 2000

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

EIS No. 000347, Final EIS, NPS, ID, MT,
WY, MT, WY, Yellowstone and Grand
Teton National Parks and John D.
Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial Parkway
Winter Use Plan, Implementation,
Fremont County, ID, Gallatin and Park
Counties, MT and Park and Teton
Counties, WY, Due: November 20,
2000, Contact: Clifford Hawkes (303)
969-2262.

EIS No. 000348, Final EIS, FHW, WV,
MD, VA, US 522 Upgrade and
Improvements Project, From the
Virginia State Line through Morgan
County to the Maryland State Line,
Funding, NPDES and COE Section
404 Permit, Berkeley Springs, Morgan
County, WV, Due: December 15, 2000,
Contact: Thomas Smith (304) 347—
5928.

EIS No. 000349, Draft EIS, AFS, ID,
Curfew National Grassland Land and
Resource Management Plan,
Implementation, Caribou-Targhee
National Forest, Oneida County, ID,
Due: January 29, 2001, Contact: Jack
Blackwell (801) 625—-5605.

EIS No. 000350, Final EIS, NPS, KS,
Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve
General Management Plan,
Implementation, Flint Hills Region,
Chase County, KS, Due: November 20,
2000, Contact: Steve Miller (316) 273—
6034.

EIS No. 000351, Final EIS, NPS, MN,
WI, Lower Saint Croix National
Scenic Riverway Cooperative
Management Plan, Implementation,
MN and WI, Due: November 20, 2000,
Contact: Michael Madell (608) 441—
5600.

EIS No. 000352, Final EIS, BLM,
Programmatic EIS—Surface
Management Regulations for
Locatable Mineral Operation, (43 CFR
3809), Public Land, Due: November
20, 2000, Contact: Paul McNutt (775)
861-6604.

EIS No. 000353, Draft EIS, JUS, WA,
Tacoma/Seattle Area Detention
Center, Construction and Leasing,
Pierce County, WA, Due: December
04, 2000, Contact: Eric Verwers (817)
978-0202.

EIS No. 000354, Draft EIS, FHW, NJ, NJ-
52(1) Causeway (known as MacArthur
Boulevard) Construction Project,
between NJ—9 in Somers Point,
Atlantic County to Bay Avenue in
Ocean City, Cape May County,
Funding, COE Section 404 and 10
Permits, USCG Permit, Atlantic and
Cape May Counties, NJ, Due:
December 05, 2000, Contact: Gene
Amparano (609) 637—4234.

EIS No. 000355, Final EIS, AS, CA, 64-
Acre Tract Intermodal Transit Center,
Construction and Operation, Lake
Tahoe Basin Management Unit, Tahoe
City, Placer County, CA, Due:
November 20, 2000, Contact: Joe Oden
(530) 573-2653.

EIS No. 000356, Draft EIS, FHW, NY,
NY-22 Transportation Improvement,
from I-684 to north of County Road
65, Doansburg Road, Construction,
COE Section 404 Permit, Town of
Southeast, Putnam County, NY, Due:
December 04, 2000, Contact: Harold J.
Brown (518) 431-4127.

EIS No. 000357, Final EIS, COE, MS,
TN, MS, TN, Wolf River Ecosystem
Restoration, Memphis, Tennessee
Feasibility Study, Marshall, Benton
and Tippah Counties, MS and Shelby,
Fayette and Harderman, TN, Due:
November 20, 2000, Contact: Richard
Hite (901) 544-0706.

EIS No. 000358, Draft Supplement,
BLM, CA, Cadiz Groundwater Storage
and Dry-Year Supply Program,
Amendment of the California Desert
Conservation Area Plan, Additional
Information, Groundwater Monitoring
and Management Program, Issuance of
Right-of-Way Grants and Permits, San

Bernardino County, CA, Due:
December 04, 2000, Contact: James
Williams (909) 657-5390.

EIS No. 000359, Draft EIS, USN, CA,
Naval Station (NAVSTA) San Diego
Replacement Pier and Dredging
Improvements, Construction,
Dredging and Dredged Material
Disposal, San Diego Naval Complex,
San Diego, CA, Due: December 04,
2000, Contact: Grace S. Penafuerte
(619) 556—-7773.

EIS No. 000360, Draft Supplement,
NRC, Generic—License Renewal of
Nuclear Plants, Arkansas Nuclear
One, Unit 1, COE Section 10 and 404
Permits, Pope County, AR (NUREG—
1437), Due: January 04, 2001, Contact:
Thomas Kenyon (301) 415-1120.

EIS No. 000361, Draft Supplement, FTA,
WA, Central Link Light Rail Transit
Project, (Sound Transit), Construction
and Operation, Alternative Route
Considered, Tukwila Freeway Route,
COE Section 10 and 404 Permits,
Cities of Tukwila, SeaTac, Seattle,
King County, WA, Due: December 04,
2000, Contact: John Witmer (206)
220-4463.

EIS No. 000362, Draft EIS, GSA, DC,
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms National Headquarters
Building, Site Acquisition, Design and
Construction, Washington, D.C., Due:
December 04, 2000, Contact: Dawud
Abdur-Rahman (202) 260-3368.

Amended Notices

EIS No. 000320, Draft EIS, AS, AK,
Chugach National Forest, Proposed
Revised Land and Resource
Management Plan, Implementation,
Glacier, Seward and Cordora Ranger
Districts, Kenai Peninsula Borough,
AK, Due: December 14, 2000, Contact:
Dave Gibbons (907) 271-2500.
Revision of FR notice published on
09/15/2000: CEQ Comment Date
corrected from 10/30/2000 to 12/14/
2000.

EIS No. 000333, Second Draft Supple,
JUS, TX, AZ, NM, CA,
Programmatic—Revised Draft
Supplemental EIS US Naturalization
Service (INS) and US Joint Task
Force-Six (JTF-6) Activities Along the
US/Mexico Border from Brownsville,
Texas to San Diego, California, Due:
November 13, 2000, Contact: Eric
Verwers (817) 978—0202. Revision of
FR notice published on 09/29/2000:
Correction of Status from Revised
Draft to Revised Draft Supplemental
EIS and Title Correction.
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Dated: October 17, 2000.
Joseph C. Montgomery,

Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office
of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 00-27064 Filed 10-19-00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[OPP-34223A; FRL-6751-1]

Malathion; Revised Pesticide Risk
Assessment; Notice of Public Meeting

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: EPA will hold a public
meeting to present the revised risk
assessment for the organophosphate
pesticide malathion to interested
stakeholders. This public meeting,
called a ““Technical Briefing,” will
provide an opportunity for stakeholders
to learn about the data, information, and
methodologies that the Agency used in
revising its risk assessment for
malathion. In addition, representatives
of the Department of Agriculture
(USDA) will also be present to discuss
malathion risks.

DATES: The technical briefing will be
held on, November 9, 2000, from 9:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

ADDRESSES: The technical briefing will
be held at the Radisson Hotel, Old Town
Alexandria, 901 N. Fairfax St.,
Alexandria, VA 22314, telephone
number: (703) 683-6000.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By
mail: Patricia Moe, Special Review and
Registration Division (7508C), Office of
Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania
Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460;
telephone number: (703) 308-8011; e-
mail address: moe.patricia@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. General Information

A. Does this Action Apply to Me?

This action applies to the public in
general. As such, the Agency has not
attempted to specifically describe all the
entities potentially affected by this
action. The Agency believes that a wide
range of stakeholders will be interested
in technical briefings on
organophosphate pesticides, including
environmental, human health, and
agricultural advocates, the chemical
industry, pesticide users, and members
of the public interested in the use of
pesticides on food. If you have any
questions regarding the applicability of
this action to a particular entity, consult

the person listed under FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT.

B. How Can I Get Additional
Information, Including Copies of this
Document and Other Related
Documents?

1. Electronically. You may obtain
electronic copies of this document, and
certain other related documents that
might be available electronically, from
the EPA Internet Home Page at http://
www.epa.gov/. To access this
document, on the Home Page select
“Laws and Regulations”, “Regulations
and Proposed Rules,” and then look up
the entry for this document under the
“Federal Register—Environmental
Documents.” You can also go directly to
the Federal Register listings at http://
www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/.

To access information about
organophosphate pesticides, you can
also go directly to the Home Page for the
Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) at
http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/op/. In
addition, a brief summary of the
malathion revised risk assessment is
now available at http://www.epa.gov/
pesticides/op/status.htm/, as well as in
paper as part of the public version of the
official record as described in Unit I.B.2.

2. In person. The Agency has
established an official record under
docket control number OPP-34223A.
The official record consists of the
documents specifically referenced in
this action, and other information
related to this action, including any
information claimed as Confidential
Business Information (CBI). This official
record includes the documents that are
physically located in the docket, as well
as the documents that are referenced in
those documents. The public version of
the official record does not include any
information claimed as CBI. The public
version of the official record, which
includes printed, paper versions of any
electronic comments submitted during
an applicable comment period is
available for inspection in the Public
Information and Records Integrity
Branch (PIRIB), Rm. 119, Crystal Mall
#2, 1921 Jefferson Davis Hwy.,
Arlington, VA, from 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The PIRIB telephone number
is (703) 305-5805.

II. What Action is the Agency Taking?

This document announces the
Agency’s intention to hold a technical
briefing for the organophosphate
pesticide, malathion. The Agency is
presenting the revised risk assessments
for malathion to interested stakeholders.
This technical briefing is designed to
provide stakeholders with an

opportunity to become even more
informed about an organophosphate’s
risk assessment. EPA will describe in
detail the revised risk assessment:
Including the major points (e.g.,
contributors to risk estimates); how
public comment on the preliminary risk
assessment affected the revised risk
assessment; and the pesticide use
information/data that was used in
developing the revised risk assessment.
Stakeholders will have an opportunity
to ask clarifying questions. In addition,
representatives of the USDA will be
present to discuss malathion risks.

The technical briefing is part of the
pilot public participation process that
EPA and USDA are now using for
involving the public in the reassessment
of pesticide tolerances under the Food
Quality Protection Act (FQPA), and the
reregistration of individual
organophosphate pesticides under the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). The pilot
public participation process was
developed as part of the EPA-USDA
Tolerance Reassessment Advisory
Committee (TRAC), which was
established in April 1998 as a
subcommittee under the auspices of
EPA’s National Advisory Council for
Environmental Policy and Technology.
A goal of the pilot public participation
process is to find a more effective way
for the public to participate at critical
junctures in the Agency’s development
of organophosphate pesticide risk
assessment and risk management
decisions. EPA and USDA began
implementing this pilot process in
August 1998 in response to Vice
President Gore’s directive to increase
transparency and opportunities for
stakeholder consultation.

On the day of the technical briefing,
in addition to making copies available at
the meeting site, the Agency will also
release for public viewing the malathion
revised risk assessments and related
documents to the Public Information
and Records Integrity Branch and the
OPP Internet web site that are described
in Unit I.B.1. In addition, the Agency
will issue a Federal Register notice to
provide an opportunity for a 60—day
public participation period during
which the public may submit risk
management and mitigation ideas and
recommendations and proposals for
transition.

List of Subjects

Environmental protection, Chemicals,
Pesticides and pests.



Revised Draft Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
For INS and JTF-6 Activities

AGENCY: The Immigration and Naturalization Service, U.S. Department of Justice

ACTION: Notice of Availability of the Revised Draft Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement

SUMMARY: This Notice has been prepared to inform interested parties that the
Immigration and Naturalization Service has released the Revised Draft
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DSPEIS) for INS
and JTF-6 activities which are intended to are interided to facilitate and

enhance INS law enforcement strategies. This drafk is updated and revised

from a draft that'was released for public review in 1999. The draft has™ ~
been revised to clarify the scope of the document. Comments received during
the public review period of the original draft have been incorporated, as
appropriate, into the revised draft document.

DATES: Written comments and suggestions must be received no later than 45
days after the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency posts the availability

in the Federal Register. ' '

' ADDRESSES: Copies have been prepared and distributed to regional and local
libraries within and near the study area. Electronic copies (CD-ROM) of the
DSPEIS can be obtained by written request to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Fort Worth District, INS A/E Resource Center, ATTN: CESWF-PM-INS, P.O. Box
17300, Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300. The document may be viewed or
downloaded through the Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District web site at
the following web site address: : :

www.swf.usace.army.mil/INS/PEIS/default. htm.

Send written comments on the Final SPEIS to Mr. Eric Verwers, Assistant Director, at the address
listed above. Electronically transmitted comments will not be accepted. Mr. Verwers can be .
contacted for additional information at 817-978-0202. ° . :
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PUBLISHER’S AFFIDAVIT

State of Texas
County of Hidalgo

SL, tU[Q‘ VQJ’Q'ZU"( cZ , being

7 .

swom lon her/his oath states that she/he is a

gzlz.s Representative of THE MONITOR and that the
attached notice appeared in the following issues:

3.18-59

e Vobegeo,

Subscribed and swom to before me thi
I

0

Public, HidaRye’ C om—— : ———
. NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY . ;

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL PROGRAMMATIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR INS AND JTF-8 ACTIVITIES

The Public is invited to comment on the Draft
L Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (SPEIS) for the Immigration .
and Naturalization Service and Joint Task Force
Six activities. The SPEIS addresses past, on-going
and future actions undertaken by INS and JTF-6
throughout the continental U.S., but focuses on .-
projects along the US/Mexico border. The Draft *
SPEIS is available for review at the Internet web- -
gite a \ -j‘-..'
'[ or at the following local libraries: Hidalgo County "
Library, Harlingen Public Library, Mercedes ‘- . o
Memorial Library, Donna Public Library, . - iﬁ
University of Texas at Brownsville, Texas State I/
Technical College, and Weslaco Public Library.™-
| Writted comments must be received no later than
May 10,.1999: Send written comments to Mr. Eti
Verwers, Assistant Director, INS A/E Resource’
Center, US. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth
District, P.O. Box 17300, Fort Worth, Texas 76102-
0300. Or call Mr. Verwers at 817-978-0202 for
further information.
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Affidavit of Publication

GULF SOUTH RESEARCH CORP Affidavit of Publication of
7602 GSRI AVE
BATON ROUGE, LA 70802 Lewal Classitied Advertisement

Ordered bv: CHRIS INGRAM

STATE OF CALIFORNIA} ss.
County of San Diego}

The Undersigned, being duly sworn,
deposes and says: That....She is a
resident of the County of San Diego.

. B . . e
THAT....She is and at all times herein mentioned "'——'—_:! of l 1
was a citizen of the Umtcr;: States, over .ﬂ'le age AVALABILITY !
of twenty-one years, and hat cereeeen.She iS not a omariiorsamantac ||’
party to, nor interested in the above entitled l-:m;mj?h '
matter: that ....She iS.....cccoveviivsienneenn. Chief "‘.‘5:‘1?!51?;?:;‘1"
. CTIVI
_ Clerk for the publisher of -........ccuvvuenee ~ s merea o
The San Diego Union-Tribune mment %0, Prosrom:
a newspaper of general circulation, printed and e €™ rarement

. ily in th C f'S Di C llpﬁliln::f ne m
publlsheq daily in e ity of San Diego, c?unty sravien ara Newraii® |
of San Diego. and which newspaper is published e Force s oo
for the dissemination of local news and A, e aarions wnoer:

. . . ‘] ronen oy INS ona JTF4
intelligence of a general character, and which mrovenaut ine comiine
newspaper at all the times herein mentioned had e o aaraer. The
and still has a bona fide subscription list of .,,°".‘.':‘:£2n‘mm

. . . | weoste
paying subscribers, and which newspaper has . vwi v,
been established, printed and published at or ot ﬂmo@ )

. . . . . ! : San
regular intervals in the said City of San Diego. :E,::E\:g‘:é‘{“&"s.-‘f“um-
County of San Diego, for a period exceeding one . Slares e ienat
year next preceding the date of publication of the e & oaraity
notice hereinafter referred to, and which L w0 LOrorY.

. ' . T Wrirten comments must
newspaper is not devoted to nor published for DE eI 0 e e
the interests, entertainment or instruction of a ;':C‘m."g‘ﬁu:-&

. . . Oirector. IN .
particular _c!as_s. profession, trade, calling, race, gfg.mg:«:r.g#h::é:
or denomination, or any number of same; that o W Dot orih

. . . - = L0300 cail
the notice of which the annexed is a printed I:;“'"L‘Em;nf"m::

. . §17.978-0202 * i
copy, has been published in each regular and itarmation

entire issue of said newspaper and not in any
supplement thereof on the following date, to-wit:
MARCH 28, 1999

A
138 A‘SL-D«L \
‘hief Clerk for the Publisher

Subscyibed and Sworn to before me this

397 |
7 T t Al
740 G}

” = - Czmm. 1160079
. ____-y"ﬁ e 1 ord o The sad C umr"’ M/d‘ cr?::‘%?;}scn.n-r PLILIC - cu:lomg
{ i -lb

N DIEGD COUNTY
o Oct. 31, 2001




Publisher’s Affidavit of Publication

000

STATE OF ARIZONA }

COUNTY OF YUMA

%-i
i

Yuma County
College Library, State Librysy.
Wiitten cOMMENts received

a1
h
i
4
i
$:

5
i
H
:

3 p,
:

p .
!
g_'.

:
143
E
|

:
fi
H

}

Samuel J. Pepper or Lee Knapp, having been first duly sworn, deposes
and says: that The Yuma Daily Sun is a newspaper of general circulation
published daily in the City of Yuma, County of Yuma, State of Arizona;
that he is the publisher or business manager of said paper; that the

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

a printed copy of which, as it appeared in said paper, is hereto attached
and made a part of this affidavit, was published in The Yuma Daily Sun

For ONE issues; that the date of the first

publication of said NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

was MARCH 28 ,1999 and the date of the last publication

being MARCH 28 ,1999 and that the dates when said

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

was printed and published in said paper were

MARCH 28, 1999

d
\ S ‘w
o, -
\ T v

OFFICIAL SEAL
VIRGEN P PEREZ

YUMA COUNTY
& My Comm. Expres MAY 10, 2001

Subscribed and swomn to before me, by the said Samuel J. Pepper or

Lee Knapp
A\t day of k\ﬂJ\C}\ L, 19 9_q_

\Tviea . VYonea . Notary Public

Notary Pubiic - State of Arzona

My commission expires \\-/\(L:) ZS\Q\r QQC\\



PUBLISHERS AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ARIZONA )
) SS.
COUNTY OF COCHISE )
‘-_-2"( /éﬂ/lg being duly sworn, deposes and says:
< 0 /
That she is the Secretary of the Sierra Vista Herald

and the Bisbee Daily Review, newspapers published six days a week in Bisbee and Sierra
Vista, Cochise County, State of Arizona

Notice of Availability of Draft Supple-

mental Programmatic Enviommental

Impact Statement for INS and JTF-6 P onceos avasmry
SUPPLEMENT

Activities

i
i
it
i!
i

i
i
H
|
]

a copy of which is hereto attached, was

{i
i
il
i

pablished in its issues for 1 times

il
|
il
1

=
' 3

i
3911
i
3
!
|

on the following dates:

L]
i
;z
1
of
i
|
]

March 28, 1999
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I
3
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it
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Subscribed and sworn to me thisa%

day of W\Q-/\QS"\ , 19 qq

[ 74 OFFICIAL SEAL
g LESLIE M. EHNEY
e ‘T8l NOTARYPUBLIC
A~ Cncmise Co., Anzona

1N

\ S
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES

T Wy Com:. v, May 20, 2002




APPENDIX B
DISTRIBUTION LIST



DISTRIBUTION LIST

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Federal Activities

NEPA Compliance Division

EIS Filing Section

Arid Rios Building (South Oval Lobby)
Mail Code 2252-A, Room 7241

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington DC 20044

Director. Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance

U.S. Department of the Interior

Main Interior Building

1849 C Street. NW

Washington DC 20240

Mr. Y ussef Farran

International Border Water Commission
The Commons

Building C. Suite 310

4171 North Mesa Street

El Paso, TX 79902

USDA Forest Service
Southwestern Region (R3)
ATTN: Mr. David Sire
Federal Building

517 Gold Avenue, SW.
Albuquerque. NM 87102

USDA Forest Service

Pacific Southwest Region (RS
ATTN: Mr. Dick Andrews
630 Sansome Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Mr. Jonathan L. Jantzen
Office of the Attorney General
Tohono Oodham Nation

P.O. Box 1202

Sells, AZ 85634

Mr. Kevin Feeney

U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service
Facilities Planning

425 1 Street NW

Washington DC 20536

Mr. Milton Blankenship
Joint Task Force Six
ATTN: Staff Engineer .13
Building 11603, Biggs AAF
Fort Bliss, TX 799 16-0058

The Honorable George Bush, Jr.
Governor of Texas

P.O. Box 12428

Austin. TX 78711-2428

The Honorable Gary E. Johnson
Governor of New Mexico

State Capitol Building

Santa Fe, NM 87503

The Honorable Jane Hull
Governor of Arizona
1700 West Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

The Honorable Gray Davis
Governor of California
State Capitol Building
Sacramento, CA 95814

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

4200 Smith School Road
Austin. TX 78744-3291

Texas Natural Resource Conservation

Commission

1921 Cedar Bend Drive. Suite, 150

Austin, TX 78758

Texas General Land Office
1700 N. Congress
Austin. TX 7870 1-1496

Mr. James W. Garrison, SHPO
Arizona State Parks

1300 West Washington
Phoenix. AZ 85007

Ms. Cherilyn Widell, SHPO
Office of Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Mr. Curtis Tunnell. SHPO
Texas Historical Commission
Capital Station

P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711-2276

Mr. Thomas Merlan, SHPO
Historical Preservation Office
Office of Cultural Affairs
VillaRivera. 228 E. Palace Ave.
Santa Fe, NM 87503



Mr. Doug Romoali

U.S. Bureau of land Management
6221 Box Springs Boulevard
Riverside, CA 92507

Melissa M. Grigione, Ph.D.
Wildlife Conservation Biologist
Science Division

Defenders of Wildlife

1101 Fourteenth Street, NW
Washington DC 20005

Ms. Kassia Siegel

Center for Southwestern Biodiversity
2785 Shasta Road

Berkeley, CA 94708

Arizona Department of Agriculture
1688 W. Adams
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
3033 North Central Ave
Phoenix. AZ 85012

Arizona Department of Game and Fish
2221 W. Greenway Road
Phoenix. AZ 85023

New Mexico Environment Department
Harold S. Runnels Building

1190 St. Francis Dr.

Santa Fe NM 87505-4 182

New Mexico Game and Fish Department
State Office

ATTN: Mr. Jerry Maracchini, Director
P.O. Box 25122

Santa Fe, NM 87504

Winston H. Hickox

Secretary for Environmental Protection
California Environmental Protection Agency
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 525

Sacramento, CA 95814

California Department of Parks & Recreation
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, California 94296-0001

Cdlifornia Air Resources Board
Office of Communications
2020 L Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

California Department of Game and Fish
14169 Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Field Office Director

Rio Grande Projects Office

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

700 E. San Antonio St., Room B-318
El Paso, TX 79901

Superintendent

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Fort Yuma Agency

P. 0. Box 11000

Yuma. AZ 85366-1000

District Chief

U.SG.S.

520 N. Park Ave., Suite 221
Tucson. AZ 85719

Acting District Chief
U.SG.S.

Placer Hall

6000 1 Street

Sacramento, CA 95819-6129

Director

U.S.G.S/WRD

12201 Sunrise Valley Dr.
Reston, VA 22092

Regional Hydrologist

U.SG.S.

345 Middlefield Road, Room MS-21 |
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Tijuana Slough National Wildlife Refuge
301 Caspian Way

Imperial Beach, CA 91932

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

San Diego Nationa Wildlife Refuge
13910 Lyons Valley Road, Suite R
Jamul, CA 91935

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

San Bernardina/Leslie Canyon National Wildlife
Refuge

P. 0. Box 3509

Douglas. AZ 85607



Laredo Community College
Harold R. Yeary Library

One West End Washington St.

Laredo, TX 78040-9969

Val Verde County Library
300 Spring Street
Del Rio, TX 78840

Eagle Pass Public Library
589 Main
Eagle Pass, TX 78852

University of Houston
Victoria Library

2506 E. Red River
Victoria, TX 77901

Texas A & | University
James C. Jernigan Library
West Santa Gertrudis Avenue
P.O. Box 197

Kingsville, TX 78363

Calhoun County Library
200 West Mahan
Port Lavaca, TX 77979

R. J. Kleberg Public Library
Fourth & Henrietta
Kingsville, TX 78363

Arkansas County Public Library

701 East Mimosa
Rockport, TX 78382

Weslaco Public Library
525 South Kansas Street
Weslaco. TX 78596-6215

Texas Southern University
Robert James Terry Library
3100 Clebuerne Avenue
Houston, TX 77004

St. Mary’ s University
Academic Library

One Cam mo Santa Maria
San Antonio, TX 78228

San Antonio Area Library System

600 Soledad
San Antonio, TX 78205-2786

Trinity University Library
715 Stadium Drive
San Antonio, TX 78212

University of Houston
M.D. Anderson Library
Houston, TX 77204-2091

University of Texas

At San Antonio
6900 North Loop 1604 West
San Antonio. TX 78249-0671

Alamogordo Public Library
920 Oregon Avenue
Alamogordo, NM 88310

Deming Public Library
301 South Tin Street
Deming, NM 88030

Thomas Barnigan Memorial Library
Las Cruces Public Library

200 East Picacho Avenue

Las Cruces, NM 88001-3499

The Public Library
515 West College Avenue
Silver City, NM 88061

New Mexico State Unverity at Alamogrodo
Library

L earning Resource Center

P.O. Box 477

Alamogordo, NM 883 10

New Mexico State University at Carlsbad
Library & Media Center

1500 University Drive

Carlsbad, NM 88220

Lovington Public Library
115 Main Street
Lovington, NM 88260

Western New Mexico University
Miller Library

1000 West College

Silver City, NM 88062-0680

Hidalgo Library
208 East Third Street
Lordsburg, NM 88045



Field Manager

Las Cruces Field Office
Bureau of Land Management
1800 Marquess Street

Las Cruces, NM 88005-3371

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management
1661 S.4th Street

El Centro, CA 92243

Area Director

Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Superintendent

Bureau of Indian Affairs
2038 lowa Avenue, Suite 101
Riverside, CA 92507

Agency Superintendent
Southern Pueblos Agency
Bureau of Indian Affairs
P.O. Box 1667
Albuquerque, NM 87103

Superintendent

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Papago Agency

P. 0. Box 578

Sells. AZ 85634

AreaDirector

Bureau of Indian Affairs
I North 1st Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85001

Area Projects Manager
Albuquerque Area Office
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

505 Marquette NW, Suite 1313

Albuquerque, NM 87102-2162

Texas A&M University

at Galveston

Jack K. Williams Library
P.O. Box 1675

Galveston, TX 77553-1675

Reber Memorial Library
193 North Fourth
Raymondville, TX 78580

The University of Texas Pan American
L earning Resource Center

1201 West University Drive

Edinburg, TX 78539-3705

Southwest Texas Junior College
Will C. Miller Memorial Library
2401 Garner Field Road
Uvalde, TX 7880 1-6297

Angelo State University
Porter Henderson Library
2601 West Avenue

San Angelo, TX 769-0-90001

Reeves County Library
505 South Park Street
Pecos, TX 79722

El Paso Public Library
501 North Oregon Street
El Paso, TX 79901

Rice University
Fondren Library
Houston, TX 77251- 1892

Tom Green County Library System
113 West Beauregard
San Angelo. TX 76903-5834

El Paso Junior College

L earning Resources Center
P.O. Box 20500

El Paso, TX 7998-0500

University of Texas
El Paso Library
El Paso, TX 79968-0582

San Jacinto College
North Library

5800 Uvalde Road
Houston, TX 77049-4589

California State University Los Angeles
JFK Memorial Library

5151 State University Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90032

Los Angeles Library System
630 West Fifth Street
Los Angeles, CA 9007 1-2097



Occidental College

Mary Norton Clapp Library
1600 Campus Road

Los Angeles, CA 90041-33 14

University of California

Los Angeles Library College
P.O. Box 951450

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1450

West Coast University
Elconin Center Library
400 Shatto Place

Los Angeles. CA 90020

Los Angeles Southwest
College Library

1600 West Imperial Hwy
Los Angeles, CA 90047

Mount St. Marys College Charles
Willard Coe

Memorial Library

1200 1 Chalon Road

Los Angeles. CA 90049-1599

Pacific State University Library
1516 South Western Avenue
Los Angeles. CA 90006

University of Southern Califoria
Edward L. Doheny Memorial Library
University Park

Los Angeles. CA 90089-0 182

Y eshiva of Los Angeles Library
Simon Wiesenthal Center Library
9760 West Pico Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90035

San Diego County Library
Building IS

5555 Overland Avenue

San Diego, CA 92 123-1296

San Diego Public Library
820 East Street
San Diego, CA 92 101-6478

United States International Univ.
Walter Library

10455 Pomerado Road

San Diego, CA 92131-1799
National University Library

4007 Cam mo del Rio South
San Diego, CA 92108-4194

San Diego State University Library
5500 Campanille Drive
San Diego. CA 92 182-8050

University of San Diego

Helen K. & James Copley Library
5998 Alcala Park

San Diego, CA 92110

Hidalgo County Library System
4305 North Tenth Street, Suite E
McA llen. TX 7850403095

Harlingen Public Library

Lon C. Hill Memorial Building
41076 Drive

Harlingen, TX 78550

Mercedes Memorial Library
434 South Ohio
Mercedes, TX 78570

Corpus Christi State University Library
6300 Ocean Drive
Corpus Christi, TX 78412

Laredo Public Library
Bruni Plaza

1120 E. Calton Rd.
Laredo. TX 78040

Donna Public Librarv
301 South Main
Donna, TX 78537

University of Texas

At Brownsville

Arnulfo OliveriaMemorial Lib.
80 Fort Brown

Brownsville, TX 78520

Texas State Technical College
Harlingen Library

P.O. Box 2628

Harlingen, TX 7855 1-2628

Del Mar College

William F. White, Jr. Library
101 Baldwin

Corpus Christi, TX 78404



Mohave Community College Library
1971 Jagerson Avenue
Kingman. AZ 86401

Mesa Public Library
64 East First Street
Mesa, AZ 8520 1-6768

Nogales City-Santa Cruz County Library
Nogales Place

5 18 North Grand Avenue

Nogales. AZ 85621

Truth or Consequences Public Library
325 Library Lane
Truth or Consequences, NM 87901

Casa Grande Public Library
405 East Sixth
Casa Grande. AZ 85222

Mesa Community College Library
1833 West Southern Avenue
Mesa, AZ 85202

Y uma County Library District
350 Third Avenue
Yuma. AZ 85364

Pima Community College

West Campus Learning Resource Center
2202 West Anklam Road

Tucson. AZ 85709-0001

University of Arizona Library
1040 East Fourth Street
Tucson, AZ 85709-0001

Arizona State Librarv
Archives and Public Records
State C~apitol. Room 200
1700 West Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Cochise College

Andrea Cracchiolo Library
901 North Colombo
SierraVista, AZ 85635

Arizona Western College Library
P.O. Box 929
Yuma, AZ 856366-0929

Tucson-Pima Library
101 North Stone Avenue
P.O. Box 27470

Tucson, AZ 85726-7470

Arizona College of the Bible
Oltrogge Library

2045 West Northern Avenue
Phoenix. AZ 85021

Phoenix Public Library
12 East McDowell Road
Phoenix, AZ 85004

El Centro Public Librarv
State Street
El Centro, CA 92243-2973

Phoenix College Library
1202 West Thomas Road
Phoenix, AZ 85013

University of Phoenix

L earning Resource Services Center
P.O. Box 52076

Phoenix, AZ 85072-2076

Imperial County Free Library
939 West Main Street
El Centro, CA 92243-2282

California Graduate Institute Library
1100 Glendon Avenue

Suite 1119

Los Angeles, CA 90024

Southern Methodist College
Central University Library
Dallas. TX 75275-0135

Alpine Public Library
203 North Seventh Street
Alpine, TX 79380

Dallas County Public Library System
634 Records Building, 6th Floor
Dallas, TX 75202-3504

Sul Ross State University
Bryan Wildenthal Library
810 Sul Ross Ave
Alpine, TX 79832



Complex Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge Complex
906 W. Sinclair Road

Calipatria, CA 92233

Operations Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
CA and NV Operations Office
2233 Watt Avenue, Suite 120
Sacramento. CA 95 825-0509

Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services

911 NEII Avenue

Portland, OR 97232-4181

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 W. Royal Palm Road. Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 85021-4951

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge
.56 West |” Street

Yuma. AZ 85364

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Imperial National Wildlife Refuge
Martinez lake

P.O. Box 72217

Yuma. AZ 85365

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Cibola National Wildlife Refuge
P. 0. Box AP

Blythe. CA 92226-0900

Complex Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

San Diego National Wildlife Refuge Complex
2736 Loker Avenue West, Suite A

Carlshad, CA 92008

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office

2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge
1611 N. Second Avenue
Ajo, AZ 85321

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge
P.O. Box 109

Sasabe, AZ 85633

Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 1306

Albuquerque, NM 87 103-1306

Superintendent

National Park Service

Tumacacori Natinal Historical Park
P. 0. Box 67

Tumacacori. AZ 85640

Superintendent
National Park Service

rd
3115 N.3 Avenue,No. 101
Phoenix. AZ 85013

Superintendent

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Salt River Agency

10000 E. McDowell Road
Scottsdale. AZ 85256

Superintendent

National Parks Service
Saguaro National Monument
3693 South Old Spanish trail
Tucson. AZ 85730

Regional Director

National Parks Service

600 Harrison Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94 107-1372

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
222 N. Centra Avenue

P. 0. Box 555

Phoenix. AZ 85004-2203

Superintendent

National Parks Service

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument
Route 1, Box 100

Ajo, AZ 85321



Regional Director
National Parks Service
P. 0. Box 25287
Denver, CO 80225-0287
Regional Director

Regional Director

Minerals Management Service
7710 Paseo Camarillo
Camarillo, CA 93010

Superintendent

National Parks Service

Coronado National Memorial

4101 East Montezuma Canyon Road
Hereford, AZ 85615

Superintendent

National Parks Service
Chiricahau National Monument
Dos Cabezas Route

Box 6500

Willcox. AZ 85643

Superintendent/M anager
National Parks Service
Cabrillo National Monument

1 800 Cabrillo Memorial Drive
San Diego. CA 92 106-3601

Superintendent

National Parks Service

Fort Bowie National Historic Site
P.O. Box 158

Bow ie. AZ 85605

Elephant Butte Field Division

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

HC 30. Box 312

Truth or Consequences. NM 8790 1-
9802

Area Manager

OK-TX Area Office

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
300 E. 8" Street. Room 801
Austin, TX 7870 1-3225

Regional Director

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
P.O. Box 61470

1505 Colorado Street

Boulder City, NV 89006-1470
Area Director

U.S. Bureau Of
Reclamation

Great Plains Region

P. 0. Box 36900

Billings, MT 59 107-6900

Albuquerque Area Office
Bureau of Indian Affairs
P. 0. Box 26567

Albuquerque. NM 87 125-6567

Area Manager

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Laguna Field Office

Route 1, Box 201
Winterhaven, CA 92283

Field Manager

Bureau Of Land Management
2555 East Gila Ridge Road
Yuma, AZ 853 65-2240

Field Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Tucson Field Office

12661 E. Broadway

Tucson, AZ 85748-7208

State Director

New Mexico State Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 27115

Santa Fe, NM 87 502-0 115

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
23 15 Butano Drive
Sacramento. CA 95825-0451

Texas A&I University
Citrus Center Library

312 N. International Blvd.
Weslaco, TX 78596

San Benito Public Library
101 West Rose Street
San Benito, TX 78586

Field Manager

Roswell Field Office

Bureau of Land Management
2909 West Second

Roswell, NM 88201-2019



	Cover.pdf
	Page 1


